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396 HAYES STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

LAUREL L. IMPETT, AICP

T: (415) 552-7272 F: (415) 552-5816

Urban Planner

www.smwlaw.com

impett@smwlaw.com

December 3, 2014
Ms. Lashun Cross, Principal Planner
Contra Costa County Department of
Conservation and Development
30 Muir Road
Martinez, CA 94553
Re:

Request For Extension in Public Comment Deadline -- Phillips 66 Propane
Recovery Project Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (County
File Number LP12-2073)

Dear Ms. Cross:
We submit this letter on behalf of the Rodeo Citizens Association to request a 30-day
extension in the deadline for providing comments on the Recirculated Draft
Environmental Impact Report (“RDEIR”) for the proposed Phillips 66 Propane Recovery
Project. It has come to our attention that pertinent data required to verify the accuracy of
the RDEIR’s air quality and health risk analyses have not been included in the
RDEIR. These data include:
• Supporting data for Table 4.1-4 (heater baseline emissions)
• Supporting data for Table 4.1-5 (rail baseline emissions)
• Supporting materials for Table 4.1-13 and Table 4.1-14 relative to Marine
Terminal III.
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Ms. Lashun Cross, Principal Planner
December 3, 2014
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We would greatly appreciate the County providing us with the aforementioned data
and extending the comment period for thirty days to allow us to evaluate the adequacy of
the RDEIR’s air quality and health risk analyses.
We appreciate your consideration of this request.
Very truly yours,
SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP

Laurel L. Impett, AICP,
Urban Planner

cc:
643762.1

Janet Pygeorge, Rodeo Citizens Association
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Precision Castparts Corporation, previously ranked at number one among the
Toxic 100, has submitted data to US EPA revising its 2010 TRI reporting. Based
on the pounds revisions, Precision Castparts ranks 10th on the Toxic 100.
Furthermore, Precision Castparts undertook testing of the share of hexavalent
chromium in its total chromium releases. With facility-specific data on the
hexavalent chromium share replacing US EPA's estimates, Precision Castparts
ranks 20th on the Toxic 100. Precision Castparts indicates that its cobalt and
nickel releases are in forms (elemental and specific compounds) that are less
toxic than those assumed by EPA's RSEI model. The next edition of the Toxic
100 will reflect the most current information.

1

E.I. du Pont de
Nemours

7,086,303

10.94

22.01 21.4%

Technical notes
How toxic is toxic?
How accurate are the
RSEI data?
All Top 100 polluter
indexes

59.9%

Health
Policy
Biomet, Inc., previously ranked at number three among the Toxic 100, has
submitted data to the U.S. E.P.A. revising its 2010 TRI reporting. Based on the
revision, Biomet, Inc., is ranked 71st on the Toxic 100 with a RSEI Score of
208,173. The next edition of the Toxic 100 will reflect the most current
information from the E.P.A.

2

Bayer Group

5,257,823

0.67

8.10

9.2%

41.7%

3

Dow Chemical Co.

4,363,312

6.05

7.60 19.2%

38.1%

4

ExxonMobil

3,213,993

9.82

0.81 27.4%

74.0%

5

BASF

2,989,289

5.49

3.71 20.0%

28.7%

6

LyondellBasell
Industries

2,954,294

5.17

2.74 15.4%

72.4%

7

Renco Group

2,803,506

5.84

0.01 11.0%

19.5%

8

General Electric
Co.

2,607,036

0.20

0.07 16.0%

50.2%

9

Ineos Group

2,399,202

2.46

0.81 17.3%

31.5%

10

Public Service
Enterprise Group
(PSEG)

1,700,682

1.33

0.00 16.3%

61.5%

http://www.peri.umass.edu/toxicair_current/
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11

Phillips 66 Co.

1,387,682

4.80

0.04 17.3%

63.8%

In May 2012, ConocoPhillips, previously ranked among the Toxic 100, separated
its downstream business to create a new, publicly traded company known as
Phillips 66. In connection with this separation, downstream assets (such as
refineries and terminals) and liabilities were transferred to Phillips 66. The
assets listed are no longer owned or operated by ConocoPhillips.

12

Eastman Chemical
Co.

1,378,348

5.43

0.03 21.5%

20.8%

13

Koch Industries

1,237,328

31.10

5.91 19.1%

47.9%

14

Rio Tinto PLC

1,190,964

0.12

0.00 10.2%

27.0%

15

Praxair Inc.

1,177,412

0.15

0.00 20.5%

44.7%

16

Energy Transfer
Partners

1,170,881

1.64

0.03 24.4%

55.1%

17

Tenneco Inc.

1,166,498

0.02

0.01 16.9%

24.7%

18

Allegheny
Technologies

1,066,585

1.01

0.00 15.0%

12.1%

19

Occidental
Petroleum Co.

1,040,195

1.01

7.70 16.5%

57.7%

20

Precision
Castparts

1,034,186

0.08

0.06 14.8%

46.2%

21

Joy Global Inc

1,028,600

0.09

0.00 12.3%

17.5%

22

Sony Corp.

975,378

0.02

0.00

9.1%

21.4%

23

Honeywell
International

953,990

4.62

2.75 19.6%

50.2%

24

BP

940,518

3.78

4.31 17.5%

45.5%

25

Alliant
Techsystems Inc.

891,741

0.80

0.04 17.5%

11.5%

26

Alcoa Inc.

890,145

5.98

0.13 12.8%

29.3%

27

American Electric
Power

886,420

32.51

0.00 14.4%

6.8%

28

PPG Industries
Inc.

829,402

1.82

1.34 13.9%

22.6%

29

United States
Steel Corp.

819,051

2.30

1.64 23.4%

44.9%

30

Huntsman Corp.

791,949

0.59

11.37 14.7%

32.0%

31

ArcelorMittal

789,617

0.78

0.10 21.7%

42.7%

http://www.peri.umass.edu/toxicair_current/
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32

Saint-Gobain
Corp.

762,403

1.79

0.05 23.6%

53.3%

33

United
Technologies
Corp. (UTC)

735,352

0.12

0.01 19.5%

48.0%

34

Owens Corning

732,412

1.55

0.00 15.1%

50.0%

35

Royal Dutch Shell

699,441

2.15

2.56 16.5%

56.2%

36

Halliburton

697,821

0.00

0.00

9.0%

39.7%

37

Eastman Kodak
Co.

678,227

1.51

3.77 17.7%

37.1%

38

Berkshire
Hathaway

603,656

4.09

0.16 12.7%

41.0%

39

Air Products &
Chemicals

541,017

0.69

1.07 20.0%

59.4%

40

ThyssenKrupp
Group

537,333

0.27

0.00 20.9%

43.4%

41

FreeportMcMoRan Copper
& Gold

532,777

4.50

0.00 21.7%

49.7%

42

Chevron Corp.

471,515

2.95

0.13 19.1%

69.8%

43

Ashland Inc.

465,225

2.03

0.22 17.3%

45.6%

44

AES Corp.

459,395

6.95

0.00 33.7%

65.6%

45

FirstEnergy Corp.

447,807

19.34

0.00 13.6%

13.8%

46

Valero Energy
Corp.

434,878

2.96

0.04 22.1%

68.3%

47

Textron Inc.

424,856

0.10

0.02 21.1%

58.3%

48

Archer Daniels
Midland Co. (ADM)

414,557

8.50

0.00 18.1%

20.1%

49

Henkel Group

397,112

0.07

0.00 22.3%

45.9%

50

SPX Corp.

369,651

0.02

0.00 10.2%

38.6%

51

Formosa
Petrochemical
Corp.

359,595

1.65

0.02 25.8%

64.9%

52

Duke Energy

356,168

37.50

0.00 14.1%

24.7%

53

Cargill

351,738

3.54

0.02 21.2%

41.3%

http://www.peri.umass.edu/toxicair_current/
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54

PPL Corp.

313,124

14.24

0.00 14.4%

21.0%

55

Goodyear Tire &
Rubber Co.

306,824

1.36

0.00 23.2%

64.2%

56

Cameron
International
Corp.

301,466

0.01

0.00 16.9%

26.7%

57

Shaw Group

287,026

0.04

0.00 19.0%

37.2%

58

DTE Energy

283,109

10.52

0.21 22.6%

42.9%

59

Emerson Electric

282,199

0.02

0.00 10.4%

30.7%

60

Schlumberger

279,015

0.03

0.02 24.5%

77.3%

61

AK Steel Holding

277,446

0.22

0.00 16.6%

20.6%

62

SAS Global Corp.

273,376

0.00

0.00 26.0%

51.5%

63

Petrobras

269,520

0.50

0.00 24.1%

80.9%

64

Celanese Corp.

248,372

0.97

20.92 13.6%

51.6%

65

PDVSA (Petroleos
de Venezuela
S.A.)

241,826

0.85

0.00 24.1%

63.0%

66

Southern Co.

237,684

22.08

0.00 14.4%

40.8%

67

Marathon
Petroleum Corp.

225,194

1.44

0.02 24.0%

42.3%

68

Rowan Companies
Inc

224,475

0.04

0.00 23.6%

65.3%

69

Nucor Corp.

219,318

0.26

0.00 18.4%

29.1%

70

Tesoro Corp.

212,769

1.66

0.01 16.8%

71.8%

71

Biomet, Inc.

208,173

0.00

0.00 13.0%

49.8%

72

Drummond Co.
Inc.

206,254

0.07

0.00 33.0%

77.3%

73

Dover Corp.

205,312

0.03

0.00 18.1%

41.3%

74

General Motors
Corp.

197,885

2.95

0.00 19.8%

55.0%

75

Exelon Corp.

193,356

2.40

0.00 14.3%

42.7%

76

Weyerhaeuser Co.

191,239

5.15

0.00 26.5%

23.5%

187,369

0.42

0.16 24.0%

81.5%

77

http://www.peri.umass.edu/toxicair_current/
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Targa Resources
LLC

78

Boeing Co.

186,133

0.21

0.03 14.5%

36.9%

79

Fujifilm Holdings

184,599

0.05

0.02 23.4%

11.0%

80

Saudi Basic
Industries (SABIC)

170,864

2.67

6.51 12.8%

9.8%

81

Ford Motor Co.

169,967

2.67

0.00 16.0%

30.7%

82

Commercial
Metals, Inc.

166,856

0.04

0.00 22.2%

51.5%

83

Dominion
Resources Inc.

164,155

11.83

0.00 11.9%

40.3%

84

Oxbow

161,802

1.33

0.00 10.5%

43.2%

85

Caterpillar Inc.

148,644

0.62

0.00 14.1%

48.9%

86

Monsanto Co.

145,993

0.51

0.21 13.8%

28.6%

87

Becton, Dickinson
& Co.

132,619

0.08

0.00

8.1%

21.4%

88

International
Paper Co.

131,709

35.18

0.00 19.2%

40.2%

89

3M Co.

125,315

2.34

8.63 13.4%

36.1%

90

Danaher Corp.

125,104

0.03

0.00 17.3%

47.7%

91

Kohler Co.

123,835

0.53

0.00 12.0%

22.1%

92

National Oilwell
Varco

123,777

0.26

0.00 21.4%

65.7%

93

C.R. Bard, Inc.

115,977

0.31

0.00 15.4%

42.8%

94

HeidelbergCement
Group

105,145

0.43

0.00 11.4%

29.7%

95

Eaton Corp.

98,129

0.05

0.00 17.4%

29.5%

96

HollyFrontier
Corp.

97,558

1.16

0.03 19.1%

32.1%

97

Rolls-Royce PLC

95,573

0.05

0.00 24.9%

45.1%

98

Robert Bosch
GmbH

91,971

0.00

0.00 11.2%

27.7%

99

Hess Corp.

89,830

0.16

0.00 17.6%

56.5%

http://www.peri.umass.edu/toxicair_current/
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100

Newell
Rubbermaid Co.

84,553

0.00

0.00 10.5%

27.7%

Explanatory notes (For details, see the technical notes).
Toxic score: Population health risk from air releases and
incineration transfers reported to the US Environmental
Protection Agency's Toxics Release Inventory (TRI) for the
2010 Reporting Year, as computed by the US EPA's RiskScreening Environmental Indicators (RSEI ver. 2.3.1) from
quantity released, toxicity of chemicals, and population
exposure. Data are adjusted by the Corporate Toxics
Information Project for subsequent revisions to TRI data.
Source: US EPA and Corporate Toxics Information Project
(CTIP).
Quantity of toxic air releases and incineration
transfers: Millions of pounds of toxic chemicals released to
the air on-site or transferred off-site for incineration in the
TRI 2010 Reporting Year, without adjustment for toxicity or
population exposure.
Source: US EPA.
Environmental Justice (EJ): Poor Share and Minority
Share: Shares of the total population health risk borne by
people living below the poverty line or by people in minority
racial/ethnic groups. In the U.S. population, 12.9 percent live
below the poverty line and 31.8 percent are members of
minority racial/ethnic groups.
Sources: US EPA, US Census, and CTIP.
Coverage: This table presents the highest toxic-score
companies that appear on current Forbes, Fortune, and
Standard & Poor's large company lists. Individual facilities are
assigned to corporate parents on the basis of the most
current information on the ownership structure.
Source: CTIP.
Political Economy Research Institute
Gordon Hall, 418 N. Pleasant St., Suite A, Amherst, MA 01002
Tel: 413-545-6355 Fax: 413-577-0261 Contact: peri@econs.umass.edu
This is an official Web page of the University of Massachusetts
Last Updated: December 1 / 2014
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
PROJECT OBJECTIVES, PURPOSE, AND NEED

The San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District (SLOCAPCD) and San Luis Obispo
County Planning and Building Department (County) will serve as the Lead Agency and use the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) document as part of their decision-making process in
permitting the Proposed Project.
The SLOCAPCD and the County have determined that the Proposed Project needs
environmental review in the form of an EIR pursuant to the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) instead of a categorical or statutory exemption, or a Negative Declaration. Under
CEQA, “The purpose of an environmental impact report is to identify the significant effects on
the environment of a project, to identify alternatives to the Proposed Project, and to indicate the
manner in which those significant effects can be mitigated or avoided” (PRC Section
21002.1[a]).
An EIR is the most comprehensive form of environmental documentation identified in CEQA
and the CEQA Guidelines and provides the information needed to assess the environmental
consequences of a Proposed Project. An EIR is intended to provide an objective, factually
supported, full-disclosure analysis of the environmental consequences associated with a
Proposed Project that has the potential to result in significant, adverse environmental impacts.
Pursuant to Section 15124(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, the description of the Proposed Project is
to contain “a clearly written statement of objectives” that will aid the lead agency in developing a
reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR and will aid decision makers in preparing
findings and, if necessary, a statement of overriding considerations. Project objectives should
include the underlying purpose of the Project.
The Applicant’s, Phillips 66 Company (Phillips), overall goal for the Project is to increase the
daily maximum limit of crude oil throughput by 10 percent. This would be achieved through the
following objectives:
x
x
x
x
x

Operate the Santa Maria Refinery in accordance with all prevailing laws and regulations to
maximize safety and protect the environment.
Employ current technologies in an effort to reduce environmental impacts to less-thansignificant levels.
Provide a development project that is consistent with the major objectives of the County’s
General Plan.
Provide a development project that continues to meet the regulatory requirements and
objectives of the SLOCAPCD.
Provide a development project that meets the regulatory requirements and objectives of the
Regional Water Control Board and continues to comply with the existing National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System permit.

October 2012

ES-1

Phillips Santa Maria Refinery
Throughput Increase FEIR
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x
x
x
x

Continue the process of removing contaminated materials from the Project site to a
designated disposal facility where they can be contained and controlled.
Protect human and ecological receptors from exposure to potentially harmful substances.
Minimize noise impacts to surrounding areas.
Minimize traffic impacts to surrounding areas.

As the Lead Agency under CEQA, the SLOCAPCD and the County are required to adopt a
program for reporting and monitoring the implementation of mitigation measures for this Project,
if it is approved, to ensure that the adopted mitigation measures are implemented as defined in
this EIR.
BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED PROJECT

The Phillips Santa Maria Facility (SMF) was built on the Arroyo Grande mesa in southern San
Luis Obispo County (SLOC) in 1955 (see Figure ES-1). The facility is surrounded by industrial,
recreational, agricultural, and residential land and open space. The SMF operates 24 hours per
day and 365 days per year, except when shut down for maintenance.
The SMF was previously owned by several companies, including Union Oil Company of
California, Tosco, Phillips Petroleum, and ConocoPhillips (recently changing the name to
Phillips 66 Company). Since 1955, the land use has been petroleum oil refining.
The SMF and the Rodeo Refinery, linked by a 200-mile pipeline, comprise the San Francisco
Refinery (see Figure 2-2). The SMF mainly processes heavy, high-sulfur crude oil. Semi-refined
liquid products from the SMF are sent by pipeline to the Rodeo Refinery for upgrading into
finished petroleum products. Products leaving the SMF are: (1) semi-refined petroleum by
pipeline; (2) solid petroleum coke by rail or haul truck; and (3) recovered sulfur by haul truck.
The Proposed Project entails an increase to the permitted volume of processed crude oil over the
existing permit level by 10 percent.
Under the Proposed Project , the County Planning and Building permit would increase the daily
maximum limit of crude oil throughput by 10 percent, from 44,500 bpd to 48,950 bpd.
Additionally, for the SLOCAPCD permit, the 12-month rolling average of crude throughput
would increase from 16,220,600 bpy to 17,866,750 bpy. While the County’s permit is based on a
daily maximum and the SLOCAPCD’s permit is based on twelve-month rolling average, these
volume limits are the same.
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October 2012

Proposed Project Location

ES-3

Phillips Santa Maria Refinery
Throughput Increase FEIR

Comment Letter B6
Executive Summary

The Proposed Project would potentially cause changes at the SMF, including:
x
x
x
x

An increase in volumes of crude oil delivered to and shipped via pipeline from the Santa
Maria Pump Station to the SMF;
An increased volume of products leaving the SMF for the Rodeo Refinery via pipeline;
An increased volume of green coke and sulfur production; and
An increase in shipments leaving the facility by either truck or railcar.

The Proposed Project would not involve any construction or additions to the SMF plot plan.
The current Department of Planning and Building permit limit of 44,500 bpd was evaluated in a
CEQA document in a negative declaration in 1990. Therefore, all operations at the Refinery
under the current Department of Planning and Building permit limit of 44,500 bpd would be
covered by a CEQA analysis and the permit level of 44,500 bpd is considered the baseline for
this analysis.
PROPOSED PROJECT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

The Proposed Project would generate environmental impacts in air quality, noise, land use, and
water resources. Impacts are discussed below.
Air Quality

There are no significant and unavoidable impacts to air quality. Significant and mitigable
impacts to air quality would occur during operational activities at the Refinery and off-site
because the Project would generate emissions that would increase criteria emissions and
greenhouse gases (GHG) emissions and exceed the SLOC APCD thresholds. Mitigation
measures would reduce the impacts to a less than significant level, including installation of
BACT burners on a sufficient number of the heaters, a program to increase efficiency of the
Refinery stationary combustion devices and off-site programs to maintain ROG+NOx and GHG
emissions to less than the SLOCAPCD thresholds.
Operational activities at the Project Site could also increase the frequency or duration of odor
events and emit additional toxic materials. Mitigation measures for these impacts include
ensuring operator compliance with all SLOC APCD regulations and developing an Odor Control
Plan.
Public Safety and Hazardous Materials

There are no significant and unavoidable impacts to public safety and hazardous materials. An
impact to Public Safety and Hazardous Materials that is less than significant with mitigation was
identified as a result of existing groundwater contamination related to the coke pile. Any
increased coke production could exacerbate this groundwater contamination and thereby produce
a significant impact. The Mitigation for this impact would require that any additional coke
produced shall be deposited within previously designated areas or other equivalent measures to
prevent any additional groundwater contamination. Impacts to public safety and hazardous
materials that are less than significant include risk to the public associated with accidental
Phillips Santa Maria Refinery
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releases of hazardous materials from the SMF processing operations and transportation vehicles.
No mitigation measures are required for these impacts.
Noise and Vibration

There are no significant and unavoidable impacts to noise and vibration. An impact to noise and
vibration that is less than significant with mitigation includes increased noise levels due to
increased operational activities at the Santa Margarita Pump Station, located 60 miles to the
north of the SMF. Mitigation for this impact includes performing additional sound monitoring in
coordination with the County and, if required, installing a sound wall between the noise sources
and residences as close to the pumping operations as feasible to ensure that noise levels at the
receptor property line are less than that prescribed by the County. Additional barrier walls shall
be installed as deemed necessary.
Public Services

There are no significant and unavoidable impacts to public services or impacts that are less than
significant with mitigation. Impacts to public services that are less than significant include a
potential decrease in the use of electricity and fossil fuels. Wastewater and solid waste
generation would remain similar to existing conditions. No mitigation measures are required for
these impacts.
Land Use and Policy Consistency Analysis

There are no significant and unavoidable impacts to land use and policy consistency analysis.
Impacts to land use and policy consistency analysis that are less than significant with mitigation
include noise, emissions, and odors from increased operational activities. Mitigation measures
for these impacts include implementing related mitigation measures from other sections,
including noise and vibration, and air quality.
Transportation and Circulation

There are no significant and unavoidable impacts to transportation and circulation or impacts that
are less than significant only with mitigation. Impacts to transportation and circulation that are
less than significant include an increase of traffic on local roads and the freeway. No mitigation
measures are required for this impact.
Water Resources

There are no significant and unavoidable impacts to water resources. However, there is an impact
to water quality that is less than significant with mitigation. Mitigation for this impact includes
conformance with the NPDES permit and amending existing spill management precautions as
needed due to the increased amount of crude oil processing.
ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

A wide range of alternatives was considered for evaluation in this EIR (see Section 5.0,
Alternatives Analysis). Those alternatives were screened based on feasibility and their ability to
result in fewer environmental impacts than the Proposed Project. From this screening, a list of
October 2012
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alternatives was selected to be compared to the Proposed Project. Section 6.0, Comparison of
Proposed Project and Alternatives, evaluated the impacts associated with the selected
alternatives, which are summarized in the following sections.
Seven alternatives were evaluated in the screening analysis, including:
x
x

No Project Alternative;

x

Increased Rail Transport;

x

Summit Pump Station Truck Unloading;

x

Reduced Refinery Throughput Increase;

x

Santa Maria Refinery Truck Unloading;

x

Orcutt Pump Station Truck Unloading; and
Alternative Transportation Routes.

Only three alternatives were analyzed fully, which included the No Project Alternative, the
Summit Pump Station Truck Unloading, and one alternative transportation route.
No Project Alternative

With the No Project Alternative, the throughput increase and the importing of previously refined
oil would not occur at the Santa Maria Refinery. Under the No Project Alternative, no new
activity would take place at the Santa Maria Refinery.
Summit Pump Station Truck Unloading

Under this alternative, crude oil that comes from the Arroyo Grande and San Ardo Oil Fields
north of the Refinery would be unloaded by truck at the Summit Pump Station rather than at the
Santa Maria Pump Station. The Summit Pump Station is closer to these northern fields, thereby
reducing truck traffic and associated vehicle emissions. Crude oil unloaded at the Summit Pump
Station would then be transferred via pipeline to the Santa Maria Refinery.
Southbound Route Alternative

Under this alternative, southbound U.S. Highway 101 would be accessed via Orcutt as opposed
to Santa Maria under the Proposed Project.

COMPARISON OF PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES

The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6 [d]) require that an EIR include sufficient information
about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the
Proposed Project. The Guidelines (Section 15126.6 [e][2]) further state, in part, that “if the
environmentally superior alternative is the ‘No Project Alternative,’ the EIR shall also identify
an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.”
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The following discussion compares impacts associated with the Proposed Project with those
associated with the No Project Alternative and the other alternatives. These impacts are
identified as a result of the analysis provided in Chapter 4.0, Environmental Analysis, and
Section 6.0. An alternative would be considered superior to the Proposed Project if there would
be a reduction in impact classification. In cases where the impact from an alternative is in the
same class as for the Proposed Project, differences in severity of the impact are analyzed.
No Project Alternative

With the No Project Alternative, the throughput increase and the importing of previously refined
oil would not occur at the Santa Maria Refinery. Under the No Project Alternative, no new
activity would take place at the Santa Maria Refinery. None of the impacts associated with the
Proposed Project would occur. No new impacts would occur under the No Project Alternative.
Summit Pump Station Truck Unloading

The Summit Pump Station Truck Unloading alternative has advantages over the Proposed
Project because it would reduce air emissions from trucks transporting crude oil from northern
oil fields, such as Arroyo Grande and San Ardo. The Summit Pump Station is farther north than
the Santa Maria Pump Station and, therefore, the distance from these northern fields to the
Summit Pump Station is less than the distance to the Santa Maria Pump Station. The impact to
air emissions would be marginally less severe. However, potential crude production from other
areas, including the proposed Excelaron field in Huasna Valley, might be transported through the
Santa Maria Pump Station en route to the Santa Maria Refinery.
The disadvantages of this alternative over the Proposed Project include increased odor issues at
the Summit Pump Station and impacts to residences in the vicinity. There would also be an
increased risk of crude oil fires at the Summit Pump Station that could impact nearby vegetation
and residences. This would be a significant but mitigable impact. Noise impacts at the Summit
Pump Station and impacts to surrounding residences would be more severe since truck trips and
subsequent unloading would generate vehicle-related noise.
Southbound Route Alternative

The Southbound Route Alternative has advantages over the Proposed Project because it would
reduce air emissions from trucks transporting solid petroleum coke and recovered solidified
sulfur from the SMF southbound to customers outside of San Luis Obispo County by avoiding
traffic congestion along Main Street in Santa Maria. However, since the route is a similar
distance, impacts to air quality would be similar.
This alternative does not have any significant disadvantages over the Proposed Project.
ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

The Proposed Project has been specifically designed to reduce the number of impacts to the
lowest level possible and still obtain the objectives of the Project. The alternatives include an
alternative site for truck unloading and an alternative southbound access route that could provide
reduce impacts, although not significantly.
October 2012
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The No Project Alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative since it would not
generate any impacts. However, the No Project Alternative would not meet any of the objectives
of the Proposed Project. CEQA requires that if the environmentally superior alternative is the No
Project Alternative, then the next most environmentally preferred alternative must also be
identified.
The Summit Pump Station Truck Unloading Alternative has the advantages of reducing air
emissions. The disadvantages include the impacts on nearby residences of odor, fire, toxic
emissions, noise, and transportation, although none of these impacts would be significant after
mitigation. These disadvantages outweigh the benefits of reduced air emissions. Therefore, this
alternative has not been selected as the environmentally superior alternative.
The Southbound Route Alternative has the advantage over the Highway 166 route for
southbound traffic since the alternative would avoid a partially impacted intersection within
Santa Maria. The Applicant could specify their preferences for this route in contracts with
trucking companies and contractors.
Therefore, the Proposed Project with use of the Southbound Route Alternative is the
Environmentally Preferred Alternative.
KNOWN AREAS OF CONTROVERSY OR UNRESOLVED ISSUES

According to Section 15123 of the CEQA Guidelines, the EIR shall identify “areas of
controversy known to the Lead Agency including issues raised by agencies and the public.” All
proposals related to the development and transportation of oil and gas reserves in urban areas
generate controversy and receive a high level of public scrutiny. This is due to the sensitive
nature of the surrounding area and the potential for safety impacts to the local population.
The Proposed Project has generated some level of public interest and controversy (see Appendix
B, Notice of Preparation, Comments, and Responses). Areas of controversy highlighted in
comments on the Notice of Preparation include:
x
x

The level of traffic generated by the Project that could impact residential areas; and
Noise, odor, and air quality issues from operational activities proximate to residential areas.
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Table ES-1

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the Proposed Project

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Impacts
Impacts That Can Be Mitigated To Less Than Significant Levels
(Impacts that must be addressed in Findings that the mitigation measures would reduce the level of impact to insignificant in accordance with Section 15091 State
CEQA Guidelines.)
Impact #

AQ.1

Operational activities at the
refinery and off-site would
generate emissions that exceed
SLOC APCD thresholds.

AQ.2

Operational activities could
increase the frequency or duration
of odor events.

AQ.3

Operational activities could
increase GHG emissions.

October 2012

Recommended Mitigation Measures

Impact

4.1 Air Quality
AQ-1.1 Prior to issuance of the updated permit and increase in Refinery throughput, the Applicant
shall apply BACT on the crude heaters, coker heaters and boilers, vacuum heaters and superheaters,
and/or utilize an equivalent method onsite with other equipment, to reduce the NOx emissions to less
than the SLOCAPCD thresholds.
AQ-1.2. To the extent feasible, and if AQ-1.1 does not reduce emissions to below the thresholds, all
trucks under contract to the SMF shall meet EPA 2010 or 2007 model year NOx and PM emission
requirements and a preference for the use of rail over trucks for the transportation of coke shall be
implemented to the extent feasible in order to reduce off-site emissions. Annual truck trips associated
with refinery operations and their associated model year and emissions shall be submitted to the
SLOCAPCD annually.
AQ-1.3. Prior to issuance of the updated permit, if emissions cannot be mitigated below significance
thresholds through implementation of mitigation measures AQ-1.1 and AQ-1.2, then off-site mitigation
will be required as per SLOCAPCD guidance in the CEQA Handbook.
AQ-2 The Applicant shall prepare and submit an Odor Control Plan, which shall be approved by the
SLOCAPCD prior to the issuance of a revised permit. The Odor Control Plan shall identify all potential
sources of odors at the Refinery. The plan shall detail how odors will be controlled at each odor source
and the mechanism in place in the event of an upset or breakdown, as well as design methods to reduce
odors, including redundancy of equipment (e.g., pumps and VRU compressors) or reductions in fuel gas
sulfur content. Area monitoring shall be discussed. The Plan shall also include a complaint monitoring
and reporting section and include a hotline number for individuals to call in case of a complaint.
AQ-3 The Applicant shall implement a program to increase efficiency of the Refinery stationary
combustion devices to maintain GHG emissions to less than the SLOCAPCD thresholds (10,000 metric
tonnes per year) over the emissions associated with the current permitted throughput. In addition to
increasing stationary equipment efficiency, additional measures may include the use of more efficient
model year trucks or alternative fueled vehicles for hauling vehicles. If after all applicable measures
have been implemented, emissions are still over the thresholds, then off-site mitigation will be required.
The off-site mitigation measures shall be approved by the SLOCAPCD prior to permit issuance.
ES-9
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Table ES-1

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the Proposed Project

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Impacts
Impacts That Can Be Mitigated To Less Than Significant Levels
(Impacts that must be addressed in Findings that the mitigation measures would reduce the level of impact to insignificant in accordance with Section 15091 State
CEQA Guidelines.)

PSHM.3

N.1

Recommended Mitigation Measures

Impact

Impact #

The Proposed Project could
introduce contamination to
groundwater through
exacerbation of existing
contamination issues

Operation increases at the
Refinery could increase noise
levels in the area.

4.2 Public Safety and Hazardous Materials
PSHM-3 Prior to issuance of the updated permit and increase in Refinery throughput, the Applicant
shall ensure that any additional coke produced shall be deposited within designated areas as specified by
the Coke and Sulfur Storage and Handling Plan and that these areas shall be clearly delineated to all
operators. Storage of coke outside these existing delineated areas shall be only within lined areas or
other equivalent measures to prevent any additional groundwater contamination, as per consultation
with the RWQCB.
4.3 Noise and Vibration
N-1
The Applicant shall provide for a noise monitoring study, under the supervision of the County
staff, to determine the noise levels in the vicinity of the Santa Margarita Pump Station and the
compliance with applicable codes and standards. If noise levels are a concern, the Applicant shall
install, at the Santa Margarita Pump Station, a sound wall constructed of barrier pads between the noise
sources and residences, as close to the pumping operations as feasible, to reduce noise levels at the
closest receptor property line to the County significance threshold level 50 dBA. Additional barrier
walls shall be installed as deemed necessary by in-field measurements. Installation of the sound wall
shall be verified by County Planning and Building prior to the issuance of the updated
permit/authorization to proceed.
4.5 Land Use Policy and Consistency Analysis

LU.1

LU.2

Noise from throughput increase
operations would be incompatible
with the adjacent land uses.
Emissions and odors from
operations could be incompatible
with adjacent land uses.
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Table ES-1

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the Proposed Project

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Impacts
Impacts That Can Be Mitigated To Less Than Significant Levels
(Impacts that must be addressed in Findings that the mitigation measures would reduce the level of impact to insignificant in accordance with Section 15091 State
CEQA Guidelines.)
Impact #

WR.3

Table ES-2

Recommended Mitigation Measures

Impact

The Proposed Project may have
significant impacts on water
quality.

4.7 Water Resources
WR-3.1 Ensure that any additional increased process water is treated by the wastewater treatment
system in conformance with the NPDES Permit.
WR-3.2 Existing spill management precautions shall be amended as needed to mitigate an increased
spill size due to the increased amount of crude oil processing as reviewed and approved by San Luis
Obispo County Planning and Building and San Luis Obispo County Water Resources Division.

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the Proposed Project

Less Than Significant Impacts
Impacts That Are Insignificant
(Impacts that must be addressed in a “statement of overriding consideration” if the Project is approved in accordance with
Sections 15091 and 15093 of the State CEQA Guidelines.)
Impact #

Recommended Mitigation Measures

Impact
4.1 Air Quality

AQ.4

Potential increased operations at
the Refinery would emit air-borne
toxic materials.

None required.
4.2 Public Safety and Hazardous Materials

PSHM.1

October 2012

The Proposed Project could
introduce risk to the public
associated with accidental
releases of hazardous materials
from the SMF processing

None required.
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Table ES-2

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the Proposed Project

Less Than Significant Impacts
Impacts That Are Insignificant
(Impacts that must be addressed in a “statement of overriding consideration” if the Project is approved in accordance with
Sections 15091 and 15093 of the State CEQA Guidelines.)
Impact #

PSHM.2

Impact
operations.
The Proposed Project could
introduce risk to the public
associated with the transportation
of SMF product along local and
area roadways.

Recommended Mitigation Measures

None required.

4.3 Noise and Vibration
N.2

Traffic increases on area
roadways near the Refinery could
increase noise levels in the area.

None required.
4.4 Public Services

PS.1

PS.2

PS.3

PS.4

PS.5

Increased throughput and
operations at the Santa Maria
Facility would produce increased
sanitary wastewater.
The Proposed Project throughput
increase operations would not
generate increases in solid wastes.
Impacts from increased electricity
consumption at the Santa Maria
Facility due to throughput
increase operations.
Increased fossil fuel consumption
and production (diesel, gasoline,
and natural gas) at the Santa
Maria Facility could thereby
decrease availability.
Throughput increase at the site
would not impact fire protection

Phillips Santa Maria Refinery
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None required beyond existing National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit requirements.
(See MM WR-3.1)

None required.

None required.

None required.

None required.
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Table ES-2

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures for the Proposed Project

Less Than Significant Impacts
Impacts That Are Insignificant
(Impacts that must be addressed in a “statement of overriding consideration” if the Project is approved in accordance with
Sections 15091 and 15093 of the State CEQA Guidelines.)
Impact #

TR.1

Recommended Mitigation Measures

Impact
and emergency response.

Traffic associated with the
Proposed Project would increase
traffic on local roads and the
freeway.

4.6 Transportation and Circulation
TR-1
Within 30 days of permit approval, the Applicant shall pay South County Area 2 Road Impact
Fees to the Department of Public Works for the proposed 0.78 peak hour trip increase in accordance
with the latest adopted fee schedule. In addition, after the Willow Road/U.S.Highway 101 interchange
is completed, the Applicant shall end the use of both their northbound and eastbound truck routes, as
identified in this document, and shall use the Willow Road Interchange instead. The Applicant shall
notify all applicable truck drivers of this route change by mail and shall post the notification at the
Project Site.
4.7 Water Resources

WR.1

WR.2

October 2012

The Proposed Project one percent
increase in water usage would not
adversely impact the current and
future availability of groundwater
for other users, including
agricultural and residential users.
The Proposed Project increase in
groundwater pumping of onsite
wells would not exceed sustained
pumping capacities of existing
wells and drawdown of onsite
wells and wells on neighboring
properties.

None required.

None required.
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4.1

Air Quality

This section discusses operational emissions and odors that could result from the Proposed
Project. The Project does not involve any construction, so construction-related impacts are not
considered. The section also discusses air toxic emissions as well as greenhouse gas emissions.
Emission rates were generated using standard emission factors and use rates contained within the
Urban Emissions (URBEMIS) modeling program, as applicable. Emission calculations are
included in Appendix B. As described in Section 2.0, Project Description, the Proposed Project
would include increasing the permitted volume of processed crude oil. Some activities would
occur daily, while others would occur sporadically. This analysis is intended to provide a
reasonable worst-case scenario of potential air emissions resulting from the proposed activities
and recommends mitigation to reduce any significant impacts to less than significant levels.
4.1.1

Environmental Setting

San Luis Obispo County (SLOC) is part of the South Central Coast Air Basin, which also
includes Santa Barbara and Ventura counties. The climate of the region is strongly influenced by
its proximity to the Pacific Ocean. Airflow around the County plays an important role in the
movement and dispersion of pollutants. The speed and direction of local winds are controlled by
the location and strength of the Pacific high-pressure system and other global weather patterns,
topographical factors, and circulation patterns that result from temperature differences between
the land and the sea.
The land area of San Luis Obispo County is approximately 3,316 square miles, encompassing
varied vegetation, topography, and climate. From a geographical and meteorological standpoint,
the County can be divided into three general regions: the Coastal Plateau, the Upper Salinas
River Valley, and the East County Plain. Air quality in each of these regions is characteristically
different, although the physical features that divide them provide only limited barriers to the
transport of pollutants between the regions.
The Proposed Project is within the Coastal Plateau. Approximately 75 percent of the County
population, and a corresponding portion of the commercial and industrial facilities, are also
within the Coastal Plateau. Due to higher population density and closer spacing of urban areas,
emissions of air pollutants per unit area are generally higher in this region than in the other two
regions of the county.
4.1.1.1 Air Quality Monitoring

Ten air-quality monitoring stations measure San Luis Obispo County’s air quality (Grover Beach
only monitors wind speed and direction, no air quality). The San Luis Obispo County Air
Pollution Control District (SLOCAPCD) operates seven permanent stations at Nipomo Regional
Park, Grover Beach, Morro Bay, Atascadero, Red Hills (near Shandon in eastern San Luis
Obispo County), Arroyo Grande, and the Carrizo Plain. The California Air Resources Board
(CARB) operates two additional stations in the cities of San Luis Obispo and Paso Robles. One
station on the Nipomo Mesa (i.e., Nipomo-Guadalupe) is operated by the SLOCAPCD for the
Phillips Refinery.
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Although the Arroyo Grande station is the closest to the Proposed Project, it only monitors
particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5). Therefore, the closest SLOCAPCD station to the proposed
Project area that monitors for Project-related pollutants is the Nipomo Regional Park monitoring
station, approximately 5 miles east of the Proposed Project area. The Nipomo-Guadalupe
monitoring station, approximately 1 mile southeast of the Proposed Project Site, is examined in
this report for particulate matter, sulfur dioxide, and wind speed and direction information.
Air quality monitoring is rigorously controlled by federal and state quality assurance and control
procedures to ensure data validity. Gaseous pollutant levels are measured continuously and
averaged every hour, 24 hours per day. Particulate pollutants (PM10) are monitored continuously
at the Arroyo Grande, Nipomo Regional Park and Nipomo-Guadalupe stations and continuous
PM 2.5 monitors (hourly average) at Nipomo-Guadalupe and Arroyo Grande stations.
Specific Air Pollutants

Carbon Monoxide (CO): CO is a colorless and odorless gas formed by the incomplete
combustion of fossil fuels. CO competes with oxygen, often replacing it in the blood, thus
reducing the blood's ability to transport oxygen to vital organs in the body. The ambient air
quality standard for CO is intended to protect people whose medical condition already
compromises their circulatory system's ability to deliver oxygen.
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2): NO2 is a brownish gas formed in the atmosphere through a rapid
reaction of the colorless gas nitric oxide (NO) with atmospheric oxygen. NO and NO2 are
collectively referred to as nitrogen oxides (NOx). NO2 can cause respiratory irritation and
constriction of the airways, making breathing more difficult.
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2): SO2 is a colorless, pungent gas formed primarily by the combustion of
sulfur-containing fossil fuels. Health effects include acute respiratory symptoms and breathing
difficulty.
PM10, the coarse fraction of suspended particulate matter measuring 10 microns or less in
diameter, includes a complex mixture of man-made and natural substances including sulfates,
nitrates, metals, elemental carbon, sea salt, soil, organics, and other materials. PM10 have adverse
health impacts because these microscopic particles can penetrate the respiratory system. In some
cases, the particulates themselves may cause actual damage to the alveoli of the lungs or they
may contain adsorbed substances that are injurious.
Ambient PM10 concentrations have been primarily a localized issue of concern in San Luis
Obispo County, including Paso Robles, San Luis Obispo, Morro Bay, and Nipomo. Exceedances
in these areas are the major impetus for the county’s nonattainment designation for the state
PM10 standard. The major sources for PM10 are mineral quarries, grading, demolition,
agricultural tilling, road dust, and vehicle exhaust.
The PM2.5 standard is a subset of the PM10 standard. In addition to the health effects of PM10,
exposure to PM2.5 may result in increased respiratory symptoms, disease, and decreased lung
function.
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In addition to primary criteria pollutants, the SLOCAPCD monitors ozone at various locations
throughout the region. Unlike primary criteria pollutants emitted directly from an emissions
source, ozone is a secondary pollutant. Ozone is formed in the atmosphere through the
photochemical reaction of volatile organic compounds (VOC), NOx, oxygen, and other
hydrocarbon materials with sunlight.
Ozone is a deep lung irritant, causing the passages to become inflamed and swollen. Exposure to
ozone alters respiration, most characteristically with shallow, rapid breathing and a decrease in
pulmonary performance. Ozone also reduces the respiratory system's ability to fight infection
and remove foreign particles.
Ozone exists both at ground level, where it is considered a pollutant with harmful effects and at
higher elevations in the lower portion of the stratosphere from approximately 13 to 40 kilometers
above Earth, where it absorbs more than 95 percent of the sun’s ultraviolet light providing a
beneficial effect.
Combustion byproducts reacting with sunlight and ambient conditions primarily generate
ground-level ambient ozone. Areas where ozone violations primarily occur are the northern and
eastern portions of the county, where summer temperatures are high. Ozone levels exceeding the
state standard have been measured in Paso Robles, the Carrizo Plain, and Atascadero in recent
years. In addition, ozone is carried into San Luis Obispo County from upwind regions of the
state.
Because concentrations of ozone and PM10 exceed state health-based standards, San Luis Obispo
County has been designated as a non-attainment area for these two pollutants. Table 4.1-2 shows
3 years of monitoring data between 2007 and 2009 for ozone, NO2, and PM10 for the Nipomo
monitoring station, approximately 5 miles east of the Refinery site (at West Tefft Street and
Pomeroy Road). Also shown are PM and SO2 monitoring results for the Nipomo-Mesa and
Nipomo-Guadalupe sites, which are within 1 mile of the Refinery to the east. The federal PM10
were not exceeded in any of these years. Exceedances to the federal ozone standard were noted
during this timeframe at monitors located in eastern SLO County. PM10 and ozone exceed the
state standards. The eastern portion of San Luis Obispo County has been designated nonattainment for the federal 8-hr ozone standard. Table 4.1-3 shows the attainment status of criteria
pollutants throughout the entire South Central Coast Air Basin.
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Table 4.1-1

State and National Criteria Air Pollutant Standards, Effects, and Sources

Air Pollutant

State Standard
(concentration,
averaging time)

Federal Primary Standard
(concentration,
averaging time)

0.09 ppm, 1-hour average
0.070 ppm, 8-hour

0.075 ppm, 8-hour average*

Carbon Monoxide

9.0 ppm, 8-hour average
20 ppm, 1-hour average

9 ppm, 8-hour average
35 ppm, 1-hour average

Nitrogen Dioxide

0.18 ppm, 1-hour average,
0.03 ppm, annual average

0.053 ppm
0.10 ppm
98th percentile, 3-year
average

Ozone

Sulfur Dioxide

0.04 ppm, 24-hour average
0.25 ppm, 1-hour average

Suspended Particulate
Matter (PM10)

20 µg/m3, annual arithmetic
mean
50 µg/m3, 24-hour average

Suspended Particulate
Matter (PM2.5 )

12 µg/m3,
annual arithmetic mean

Sulfates

3

25 µg/m , 24-hour average
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0.075 ppm, 1-hour,
99th percentile 3-year average
0.14 ppm 24-hour
0.03 ppm annual arithmetic
mean
150 µg/m3,
24-hour average

Most Relevant Effects
(a) Short-term exposures: (1) Pulmonary function decrements and
localized lung edema in humans and animals (2) Risk to public health
implied by alterations in pulmonary morphology and host defense in
animals; (b) Long-term exposures: Risk to public health implied by
altered connective tissue metabolism and altered pulmonary
morphology in animals after long-term exposures and pulmonary
function decrements in chronically exposed humans; (c) Vegetation
damage; (d) Property damage.
(a) Aggravation of angina pectoris and other aspects of coronary heart
disease; (b) Decreased exercise tolerance in persons with peripheral
vascular disease and lung disease; (c) Impairment of central nervous
system functions; (d) Possible increased risk to fetuses.
(a) Potential to aggravate chronic respiratory disease and respiratory
symptoms in sensitive groups; (b) Risk to public health implied by
pulmonary and extra-pulmonary biochemical and cellular changes and
pulmonary structural changes; (c) Contribution to atmospheric
discoloration.
Bronchoconstriction accompanied by symptoms which may include
wheezing, shortness of breath and chest tightness, during exercise or
physical activity in persons with asthma.
(a) Excess deaths from short-term exposures and exacerbation of
symptoms in sensitive patients with respiratory disease; (b) Excess
seasonal declines in pulmonary function, especially in children.

15 µg/m3, annual arithmetic
mean
35 µg/m3, 24-hour average

Decreased lung function from exposures and exacerbation of symptoms
in sensitive patients with respiratory disease, elderly, children.

No federal standard

(a) Decrease in ventilatory function; (b) Aggravation of asthmatic
symptoms; (c) Aggravation of cardio-pulmonary disease; (d) Vegetation
damage; (e) Degradation of visibility; (f) Property damage due to
corrosion.

4.1-4

October 2012

Comment Letter B6
4.1 Air Quality

Table 4.1-1

State and National Criteria Air Pollutant Standards, Effects, and Sources

Air Pollutant

Lead

VisibilityReducing
Particles

Hydrogen Sulfide
Vinyl Chloride

State Standard
(concentration,
averaging time)
1.5 µg/m3, 30-day average
In sufficient amount to give
an extinction coefficient of
0.23 per kilometers (visual
range of 10 miles or more)
with relative humidity less
than 70%, 8-hour average
(10 a.m. to 6 p.m. PST)
0.03 ppm, 1-hour average
0.01 ppm, 24-hour average

Federal Primary Standard
(concentration,
averaging time)
0.15 µg/m3, roll 3-month
average
1.5 µg/m3, calendar quarter

Most Relevant Effects
(a) Increased body burden; (b) Impairment of blood formation and nerve
conduction.

No federal standard

Reduction of visibility, aesthetic impact and impacts due to particulates
(see above)

No federal standard
No federal standard

Odor annoyance.
Known carcinogen.

Note: µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter.
* Effective May 27, 2008. Was 0.08 ppm prior
Source: SLOC APCD 2009 and CARB 9/8/2010
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Table 4.1-2

Monitoring Results at the Nipomo Monitoring Station
2007

2008

2009

Maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm)
Number days exceeded: State
> 0.09 ppm/1-hour
Max 8-hour concentration (ppm)
Number days exceeded: State
> 0.07 ppm/8-hour
Number days exceeded: Federal
> 0.075 ppm/8-hour

0.072
0
0.068
0
0

0.092
0
0.072
1
0

.071
0
.067
0
0

Particulates (PM10)
Maximum 24-houUFRQFHQWUDWLRQ ȝJP3)
Number days exceeded: State
!ȝJP3/24-hour
Number days exceeded: Federal
!ȝJP3/24-hour
3
Maximum 24-houUFRQFHQWUDWLRQ ȝJP ) – Nipomo-Guadalupe
Number days exceeded: State
!ȝJP3/24-hour
Number days exceeded: Federal
!ȝJP3/24-hour

82
12.2
0
133
-

58
6.1
0
91
39.7
0

58
17.9
0
120
53.8
0

0.034
0

0.05
0

0.035
0

-

.047

.017

Pollutant

Standard
Ozone

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)
Daily Maximum NO2 (ppm)
Number days exceeded: State

> 0.18 ppm/1-hour

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)
Maximum 1-hour concentration, ppm – Nipomo-Guadalupe

Notes: The Nipomo Regional Park Station monitors NO2, ozone and PM10. Nipomo Guadalupe values
used for SO2 and PM10
Source: CARB website Air Quality Data, SLOC APCD 2008/2009 Annual reports

The CARB meteorological data from the Nipomo-Guadalupe monitoring station, approximately
1 mile southeast of the Proposed Project Site, is the closest station to the Project Site that has
detailed wind direction and speed information. This data was plotted into a wind rose (Figure
4.1-1) to demonstrate the predominant wind direction and speeds at the Project site. Figure 4.1-1
shows that the predominate wind blows from the west and northwest 36 percent of the time, and
from the east (east and southeast) less than 20 percent of the time during 2009. Wind speeds
averaged approximately 5 miles per hour, with periods of stronger winds above 20 miles per
hour occurring less than one percent of the time.
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Table 4.1-3

Attainment Status of Criteria Pollutants in San Luis
Obispo County
State
Non-attainment

Pollutant
O3 – 1-hour
O3 – 8-hour

Non-attainment

PM10
PM2.5
CO
NO2
SO2
Lead
All others

Non-attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment/Unclassified

Federal
Revoked
Non-attainment eastern SLO
County
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment/Unclassified

Note: The San Luis Obispo County attainment status is pending EPA action and the new ozone
standard is scheduled for release in the near future.
Source: CARB

4.1.1.2 Countywide Emissions Inventory

This section summarizes the countywide emission inventory.
Countywide Criteria Pollutant Emission inventory

On a regional basis, ozone is the criteria pollutant of significant concern in San Luis Obispo
County, particularly within the Coastal Plateau. Ozone is a secondary pollutant, formed in the
atmosphere by complex photochemical reactions involving the precursor pollutants of nitrogen
oxides (NOx) and reactive organic gases (ROG) and sunlight.
The amount of ozone formed is dependent upon both the ambient concentration of the chemical
precursors and the intensity and duration of sunlight. Consequently, ambient ozone concentration
tends to vary seasonally with the weather.
NOx is emitted primarily from the combustion of fossil fuels with mobile source producing the
majority of NOx emissions (see Table 4.1-4). The majority of ROG emissions are also generated
by mobile source fossil fuel combustion, wildfires and through the evaporation of petroleum
products. Particulate emissions are generated primarily from road dust, wildfires and
construction activities.
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Figure 4.1-1

Nipomo-Guadalupe Meteorological Station Wind Rose – 2009

Note: Wind rose shows the direction that the wind is coming from.
Source: CARB meteorological data, Nipomo-Guadalupe monitoring station 2009

Although large sources are surveyed and updated each year, the SLOCAPCD performs an
emissions inventory for the majority of permitted sources every 3 years. The last complete
inventory was conducted for 2008 emissions; Table 4.1-4 shows these emissions for ozone
precursors and particulate matter. As seen in the table, the largest sources of ozone precursors are
on-road vehicles, other mobile sources, and wildfires. The largest sources of particulate matter
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are wildfires, road dust, construction and demolition, and residential fuel combustion. Petroleum
refining contributes less than one percent of the PM2.5 emissions in the County.
A study performed by the SLOCAPCD, the South County Phase 2 Particulate Study, evaluated
whether impacts from off-road vehicle activities at the Oceano Dunes State Vehicle Recreational
Area (SVRA), the Phillips Refinery coke piles, and adjacent agricultural fields were contributing
to the particulate problems on the Nipomo Mesa (SLOC APCD 2010). The SVRA is upwind of
the Nipomo Mesa; the study data includes the SVRA in the area that is the major source of
particulates on the Nipomo Mesa. Average weekend and weekday particulate measurements
taken on the Nipomo Mesa over the past 12 years were analyzed to determine whether there were
higher PM levels on the weekends, which would be relevant to the typically higher weekend offroad vehicle activity at the SVRA. The analysis found higher weekend concentrations at one
monitoring station but the data were not conclusive. The Phase 2 portion of the study concluded
that off-road vehicle activity in the SVRA is a major contributing factor to the PM
concentrations observed on the Nipomo Mesa and that neither the petroleum coke piles at the
Phillips facility nor agricultural fields or activities in and around the area are a significant source
of ambient PM on the Nipomo Mesa.
The study indicates that off road vehicle activity on the dunes is known to cause de-vegetation,
destabilization of dune structure, and destruction of the natural crust on the dune surface. All of
these increase the ability of winds to entrain sand particles from the dunes and carry them to the
Nipomo Mesa, representing an indirect emissions impact from the vehicles. The study concluded
that off-road vehicle activity is the primary cause of the high PM levels measured on the Nipomo
Mesa during episode days.
The study documents the frequent occurrence of unhealthful particulate levels on the Nipomo
Mesa. Even though the composition of the particulates is predominately natural crustal particles,
the health implications are not lessened. All fine airborne particulate matter, regardless of
composition, can cause respiratory distress when inhaled, especially to the very young, the
elderly, and those with compromised respiratory systems. In addition, sand particles from the
Oceano Dunes are high in crystalline silica, a known carcinogen.
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Table 4.1-4

San Luis Obispo County Ozone Precursors and PM Emissions by
Source

Emission Sources of Ozone Precursors
Fuel Combustion
Waste Disposal
Cleaning/Surface Coating
Petroleum Production and Marketing
Industrial Processes
Solvent Evaporation
Miscellaneous Processes
On-Road Motor Vehicles
Other Mobile Sources
Wildfires
Total Ozone Precursor

ROG
(tpy)
64
8.1
1,023
372
101
604
1,445
2,623
1,837
1,581
9,657**

ROG
%
1
0
11
4
1
6
15
27
19
16

NOx
(tpy)
586
1.3
0.0
13
37
0.0
258
4,448
7,563*
715
13,620

PM10
PM10
PM2.5
(tpy)
%
(tpy)
Wildfires
2,307
20
1,956
Ships & Commercial Boats
366
3
356
Cooking
123
1
74
Waste Burning & Disposal
34
0
32
Fugitive Wind Blown Dust
639
6
106
Unpaved Road Dust
3,226
28
321
Paved Road Dust
1,789
16
266
Construction & Demolition
1,486
13
150
Livestock
723
6
150
Residential Fuel Combustion
631
6
610
Mineral Processes
87
1
Farm Equipment
62
Off-Road Equipment
91
On-Road Motor Vehicle
114
Petroleum Refining
9
Total PM
11,410
4,298
Notes: * 4,587 tons of this is ships and commercial boats – ARB area source offshore
** Excludes biogenic and geogenic sources
Source: SLOC APCD 2008 Emission Inventory
Emission Sources of Particulate Matter
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NOx
%
4
0
0
0
0
0
2
33
56
5

PM2.5
%
46
8
2
1
2
7
6
3
3
14
1
2
3
0
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Countywide Air Toxics

Air toxics are substances that may cause or contribute to an increase in cancer or serious illness,
such as respiratory disease. The federal 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) set up a new
nationwide air toxics control program. The federal program focuses on larger industrial sources
that are of the highest national priority, such as chemical manufacturers. State and local air
pollution control agencies adopt measures to minimize Californians’ exposure to toxic air
contaminants (TAC). The State of California regulates TAC in several ways. The Toxic Air
Contaminant Identification and Control Act (AB1807-1983) created a program to reduce the
health risks from air toxics. This law expanded CARB authority to evaluate and control air
toxics. An additional state law, the Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act
(AB2588-1987) supplements the original legislation by requiring a statewide air toxics inventory
and notifying local residents of significant risks from nearby sources. A 1992 amendment to the
law (SB1731) requires that risks be reduced from these sources.
The CARB has identified asbestos as a TAC. In its natural state, asbestos occurs throughout
many areas. Serpentine is a very common rock type in California and was identified by the
CARB as having the potential to contain naturally occurring asbestos. Under the CARB Air
Toxics Control Measure (ATCM) for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining
Operations, prior to any grading activities at a site, a geologic analysis is necessary to determine
if serpentine rock is present. Grading projects larger than 1 acre in serpentine rock would require
prior SLOCAPCD approval of an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan and an Asbestos Health and
Safety Program.
Serpentine rock is found in many regions of San Luis Obispo County, including coastal areas, as
far inland as Paso Robles, and the extreme eastern area along the San Andreas Fault. Figure 4.12 shows areas subject to the naturally occurring asbestos ATCM requirements. The Project Site
is within one of these general areas that may include asbestos-containing rock. However, the
Proposed Project does not include any construction or grading activities.
4.1.1.3

Greenhouse Gases

The California legislature concluded that global climate change poses significant adverse effects
to the environment (Assembly Bill [AB] 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of
2006). In addition, the global scientific community has expressed a high confidence that climate
change is man-made (i.e., caused by humans) and that climate change could lead to adverse
changes around the globe (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change Climate, IPCC 2007a).
Consequently, the following sections analyze potential climate change emissions that may occur
while implementing the Proposed Project.
Global climate change is a change in the average weather of the earth, measured by wind
patterns, storms, precipitation, and temperature. Although historical records show that dramatic
fluctuations in temperature have occurred in the past, such as during previous ice ages, some data
indicate that the current temperature record differs from previous climate changes in both rate
and magnitude (AEP 2007).
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Figure 4.1-2

Areas Requiring Asbestos ATCM Geological Analysis and Requirements

Source: SLOC APCD Website

Global climate change caused by greenhouse gases (GHG) is currently one of the most widely
debated scientific, economic, and political issues in the United States. Although many groups
agree with the conclusions of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change and the CARB,
many groups feel the work is lacking. However, in terms of California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) analysis, jurisdictions have developed significance criteria and directed CEQA
documents to analyze emissions of GHG.
Climate Change Background

GHG include any gas that absorbs infrared radiation in the atmosphere. GHG include, but are not
limited to, water vapor, carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), and
fluorocarbons. The warming potential of different types of GHG varies. The global warming
potential (GWP) is the potential of a gas or aerosol to trap heat in the atmosphere. Since GHG
absorb different amounts of heat, a common reference gas, CO2, is used to relate the amount of
heat absorbed to the amount of the gas emissions, referred to as CO2 equivalent, or CO2e. CO2e
is the amount of GHG emitted multiplied by the global warming potential. The global warming
potential of CO2 is therefore defined as one.
The increase of GHG emissions has lead to the trapping and buildup of heat in the atmosphere
near the earth’s surface, commonly known as the greenhouse effect. Put another way, the amount
Phillips Santa Maria Refinery
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of GHG in the atmosphere regulates the earth’s temperature. Without natural GHG, the earth’s
surface would be cooler (CARB 2006). Emissions from human activities, such as electricity
production and vehicle operation, have increased the emissions of these gases into the
atmosphere. Emissions of GHG in excess of natural ambient concentrations are thought to be
responsible for the enhancement of the greenhouse effect and acceleration of climate change.
Unlike criteria air pollutants and TAC, which are pollutants of regional and local concern, GHG
are global pollutants and climate change is a global issue.
Climate changes could lead to various changes in weather and rainfall patterns over time.
According to the CARB, potential climate change impacts in California may include loss in
snow pack, sea level rise, more extreme heat days per year, more high ozone days, more large
forest fires, and more drought years (CARB 2006, 2007). Several recent studies have explored
the possible negative consequences of climate change in California. These reports acknowledge
that climate scientists’ understanding of the complex global climate system and the interplay of
the various internal and external factors that affect climate change remain too limited to yield
scientifically valid conclusions on such a localized scale. Substantial work at the national and
international level has evaluated climatic impacts, but far less information is available on
regional and local impacts. In addition, projecting regional impacts of climate change and
variability relies on large-scale scenarios of changing climate parameters, using information that
is typically at too coarse a scale to accurately assess regional impacts (Kiparsky 2003).
The following example illustrates the difficulty of analyzing climate change on a regional or
local level. Climate change modeling consistently predicts increasing temperatures; however, the
ways that increasing temperatures will affect precipitation is not well understood. Studies have
found “considerable uncertainty about precise impacts of climate change on California
hydrology and water resources will remain until we have more precise and consistent
information about how precipitation patterns, timing, and intensity will change” (Kiparsky
2003).
Even assuming that climate change leads to long-term increases in precipitation, climate change
impact analysis is further complicated because no studies have identified or quantified the runoff
impacts in particular watersheds of an increase in precipitation. Also, little is known about the
effects on groundwater recharge and water quality. Higher rainfall could lead to greater
groundwater recharge, although reductions in spring runoff and higher evapotranspiration could
reduce the amount of water available for recharge (Kiparsky 2003). The Department of Water
Resources and the California Energy Commission have also noted the uncertain effect of climate
change on water supply. In light of this dearth of accurate scientific information, analyzing the
potential impacts a Project would have on the regional or local environment is inherently
complicated and only limited conclusions can be drawn. Therefore, the analysis conducted in this
report quantifies the GHG emissions levels but does not attempt to predict actual impacts
associated with these emissions.
Types of Greenhouse Gases

Water vapor is the most abundant and variable GHG in the atmosphere. It is not considered a
pollutant; in the atmosphere it maintains a climate necessary for life. Evaporation from the
oceans is the main source of water vapor (approximately 85 percent). Other sources include
October 2012
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evaporation from other water bodies, sublimation (change from solid to gas) from ice and snow,
and transpiration from plant leaves (AEP 2007).
Carbon dioxide is an odorless, colorless GHG with a GWP of 1. Natural sources include
decomposition of dead organic matter; respiration of bacteria, plants, animals, and fungus;
evaporation from oceans; and volcanoes. Man-made sources of carbon dioxide include burning
fuels, such as coal, oil, natural gas, and wood. The interaction of man-made sources and natural
sources of GHG and how they contribute to the atmospheric levels of GHG is a complex issue.
Current concentrations of CO2 in the atmosphere are approximately 379 parts per million (ppm);
some say that concentrations may increase to 1,130 CO2e ppm by 2100 as a direct result of manmade sources (IPCC 2007). Some predict that this will result in an average global temperature
rise of at least 7.2 degrees Fahrenheit by 2100 (IPCC 2007).
Methane, a gas, is the main component of natural gas used in homes and has a GWP of
approximately 21. Decaying organic matter in forests and oceans is a natural source of methane.
Man-made sources include landfills, fermentation of manure, and cattle. Geological deposits
known as natural gas fields contain methane, which is extracted for fuel.
Nitrous oxide (N2O), also known as laughing gas, is a colorless gas with a GWP of
approximately 310. Nitrous oxide is produced by microbial processes in soil and water, including
reactions that occur in fertilizer containing nitrogen. In addition to agricultural sources, some
industrial processes (e.g., nylon production, nitric acid production) also emit N2O. Nitrous oxide
is used in rocket engines, as an aerosol spray propellant, and in race cars. During combustion,
NOx (NOx is a generic term for mono-nitrogen oxides, NO and NO2) is produced as a criteria
pollutant and is not the same as N2O. Very small quantities of N2O may be formed during fuel
combustion by the reaction of nitrogen and oxygen (API 2004).
Chlorofluorocarbons are synthetic gases formed by replacing all hydrogen atoms in methane or
ethane with chlorine or fluorine atoms. Chlorofluorocarbons are nontoxic, nonflammable,
insoluble, and chemically nonreactive in the troposphere (the level of air at the earth’s surface).
Chlorofluorocarbons were first synthesized in 1928 as refrigerants, aerosol propellants, and
cleaning solvents. However, they destroy stratospheric ozone and the Montreal Protocol stopped
their production in the 1990s. Fluorocarbons have a global warming potential between 140 and
11,700, with HFC-152a at the low end and HFC-23 at the higher end.
Sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) is an inorganic, odorless, colorless, nontoxic, nonflammable gas. Its
global warming potential of 23,900 is the highest of any gas. Sulfur hexafluoride is used for
insulation in electric power transmission and distribution equipment, in the magnesium industry,
in semiconductor manufacturing, and as a tracer gas for leak detection.
Table 4.1-5 shows a range of gases that contribute to GHG warming with their associated global
warming potential. The table also shows their estimated lifetime in the atmosphere and the range
in global warming potential over 20, 100, and 500 years.

Phillips Santa Maria Refinery
Throughput Increase FEIR

4.1-14

October 2012

Comment Letter B6
4.1 Air Quality

Table 4.1-5

Gas
Carbon Dioxide
Methane
Nitrous Oxide
HFC-23
HFC-125
HFC-134a
HFC-143a
HFC-152a
HFC-227ea
HFC-236fa
HFC-4310mee
CF4
C2F6
C4F10
C6F14
SF6

Global Warming Potential of Various Gases
Life in the
Atmosphere
(years)
50-200
12
120
264
32.6
14.6
48.3
1.5
36.5
209
17.1
50,000
10,000
2,600
3,200
3,200

20-year GWP
(average)

100-year GWP
(average)

500-year GWP
(average)

1
21
310
11,700
2,800
1,300
3,800
140
2,900
6,300
1,300
6,500
9,200
7,000
7,400
23,900

1
56
280
9,100
4,600
3,400
5,000
460
4,300
5,100
3,000
4,400
6,200
4,800
5,000
16,300

1
6.5
170
9,800
920
420
1,400
42
950
4,700
400
10,000
14,000
10,100
10,700
34,900

Note: GWP = global warming potential
Source: EPA 2007a

Although ozone is a GHG, unlike the other GHG, ozone in the troposphere is relatively shortlived and therefore is not global in nature. According to the CARB, it is difficult to determine
accurately the contribution of ozone precursors (NOx and VOC) to global climate change (CARB
2006).
Calculation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The quantification of GHG emissions associated with a Project can be complex and relies on a
number of assumptions. GHG emissions are global because emissions from one location could
affect the entire planet, and they are not limited to local impacts. Therefore, offsite impacts, such
as vehicle emissions and other associated transportation emissions, are included.
Emissions are generally classified as either direct or indirect. Direct emissions are associated
with the production of GHG emissions at the Project Site. These include the combustion of
natural gas in heaters or stoves, the combustion of fuel in engines and construction vehicles, and
fugitive emissions from valves and connections, which include methane as a component.
Indirect emissions include the emissions from vehicles (both gasoline and diesel) delivering
materials and equipment to the site and the use of electricity. Electricity also produces GHG
emissions because fossil fuels generate some electricity.
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This report utilizes the California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol and the
CARB Compendium of Emission Factors and Methods to Support Mandatory Reporting of
Greenhouse Gas Emissions as methods to calculate GHG emissions (CCAR 2009, CARB
2007c).
To quantify the emissions associated with electrical generation, the resource mix for a particular
area must be determined. The resource mix is the proportion of electricity generated from
different sources. Electricity generated from coal or oil combustion produces greater GHG
emissions than electricity generated from natural gas combustion because of the higher carbon
content of coal and oil. Electricity generated from wind turbines, hydroelectric dams, or nuclear
power is assigned zero greenhouse gas emissions. Although these sources have some GHG
emissions associated with the manufacture of the wind generators, the mining and enrichment of
uranium, and the displacement of forest areas for reservoirs, these emissions are not included in
the lifecycle analysis because they are assumed to be relatively small compared to the electricity
generated. For example, estimates of nuclear power GHG emissions associated with uranium
mining and enrichment range up to approximately 60 pounds per megawatt hour (lbs/MWh), or
approximately 5% of natural gas turbine GHG emissions (Canada 1998).
Detailed information on the power generation plants, their contribution to the area electricity
resource mix, and their associated emissions have been developed by the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) in the Emissions & Generation Resource Integrated Database
(eGRID). This analysis used the most recent version of eGRID, released in April 2007 (EPA
2007b). eGRID is developed from a variety of data collected by the EPA, the Energy
Information Administration, and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.
eGRID includes electricity generated from coal, gas, oil, biomass (e.g., wood, paper, agricultural
byproducts, landfill gas, digester gas), nuclear, hydroelectric, geothermal, solar, wind, and other
fossil fuels (e.g., solid waste, tire-derived fuel, hydrogen, methanol, coke gas). Each of these is
assigned criteria, as well as GHG emission levels, based on facility specifics. Nuclear,
hydroelectric, wind, geothermal, biomass, and solar are assigned zero GHG emissions. eGRID
assigns zero CO2 emissions to generation from the combustion of all biomass because these
organic materials would otherwise release CO2 (or other GHG) into the atmosphere through
natural decomposition. The other fuels are assigned GHG emissions levels based on the fuel
carbon content.
This report analyzed the eGRID database to assign a GHG emissions level to electricity
generated for the operations. Table 4.1-6 shows the resource mix and estimated GHG emissions
for a range of areas. Approximately half of the electricity in the US is generated from coal.
Nationwide, GHG emissions from all electricity production sources are approximately 1,363
lbs/MWh. The emissions rate is lower in western states, primarily because of increased use of
hydroelectric and gas. The California Independent Service Operator (CalISO) area (which
includes some generation outside of California) has a low GHG emission rate of approximately
687 lbs/MWh due to the use of hydroelectric, nuclear, and renewable energy sources.
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Table 4.1-6

Electricity Generation Resource Mix and Greenhouse Gas
Emissions
United
States

a

Resource Mix

Western
States
(WECC)
34.2
0.5
26.3
9.9
24.3
1.3
0.9
0.1
2.0
0.3
0.0
71.3
28.7
4.3
1107

CalISO
Service
Areab
1.2
1.2
51.1
16.8
17.3
3.2
2.4
0.3
5.5
0.9
0.0
71.3
28.7
11.4
687

Coal
50.2
Oil
3.0
Gas
17.4
Nuclear
20.0
Hydro
6.6
Biomass
1.4
Wind
0.3
Solar
0.0
Geo
0.3
Other Fossil
0.5
Other
0.1
Non-Renewables
91.3
Renewables
8.7
Non-Hydro Renewables
2.1
CO2 Rate, lb/MWh
1363
a. Resource Mix is the percentage of total mega-watt hours.
b. The Mohave Generating Station is not included in CalISO Service Areas because it shut
down in 2005.
Source: eGRID database with modifications and updates

Since the Mohave Generating Station shut down in 2005, it was removed from the eGRID
database and calculations.
The GHG emission rate from CalISO electricity is approximately 45 percent less than the rate
associated with direct natural gas combustion due to the electricity resource mix including
resources that do not create GHG emissions (e.g., hydroelectric, nuclear, and renewables).
Indirect GHG emissions are also associated with water use, since electricity would be necessary
to pump and treat water used at the Proposed Project Site. Water used at the site comes from
wells at the Refinery and, therefore, water-associated electrical use is included in total Refinery
electricity requirements. Water treatment is incorporated through the electricity used to power
the water treatment facility at the SMF.
Indirect GHG emissions associated with trash hauling and other services that might visit the
Proposed Project Site are incorporated through the inclusion of the travel of diesel trucks that
would visit and service the Project Site.
National Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Fossil fuel combustion is responsible for the vast majority of the United State’s GHG emissions,
and CO2 is the primary GHG. In 2005, total US GHG emissions were 7,260 million metric tons
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of carbon equivalent (MMTCE); 84 percent of which were CO2 emissions (EPA 2007). Figure
4.1-3 shows the breakdown of US GHG emissions since 1990. In 2005, approximately 33
percent of GHG emissions were associated with transportation and approximately 41 percent
were associated with electricity generation.
Statewide Greenhouse Gas Emissions

With a population of 33 million, California is the most populous state in the United States. In
2004, California produced 492 MMTCE of GHG emissions (CARB 2008b). Overall, 81 percent
of California’s emissions are CO2 from fossil fuel combustion (CARB 2008b). The transportation
sector is the single largest contributor of California’s GHG emissions, producing 41 percent of
the State’s total GHG emissions in 2004. In contrast, electrical generation produced more than
half that, at 22 percent. Nonetheless, California ranks fourth lowest of the 50 states in CO2
emissions per capita.
Figure 4.1-3

U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Notes: Fossil fuel use includes electricity generation
Source: EPA 2007a

Local Greenhouse Gas Emissions

In July 2008, the County Board of Supervisors made a commitment to calculating San Luis
Obispo County’s contribution to global climate change through the development of a Energywise
Plan (Climate Action Plan), which it adopted on November 22, 2011. The GHG Inventory
estimates that the unincorporated areas of San Luis Obispo County emitted approximately
917,700 metric tons of CO2-equivalent emissions in the baseline year 2006. The transportation
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sector was by far the largest contributor to emissions (40 percent). Emissions from the
commercial/industrial and residential sectors accounted for 24 and 15 percent of the total,
respectively. Emissions from other sources, including livestock, select aircraft operations, and
agricultural equipment, comprised the remaining 21 percent of the total.
4.1.1.4

Current Emissions from Refinery Operations

Emissions produce impacts associated with criteria pollutant emissions, emissions of GHG and
emissions of toxic materials.
SMF Criteria Pollutant Emissions

Current operations at the Refinery produced criteria emissions associated with a range of
equipment types and operations, including:
x
x

Combustion sources, including diesel pumps and compressors, heaters, boiler, generators,
incinerators, flares (emergency use only);

x

Fugitive emissions from pumps, valves, and connections;

x

Coke handling and storage; and

x

Fugitive emissions from hydrocarbon tanks;

Other miscellaneous sources, including solvent use, oily water treatment, cooling towers, and
sulfur pit vents.

The Refinery reports emissions from these sources to the SLOCAPCD annually. Table 4.1-7
summarizes the emissions for these sources for the baseline scenario of the Refinery operating at
the permit level of throughput.
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Table 4.1-7

Refinery Emissions Permit Level – Annual and Daily

Source: SLOC APCD Emissions Spreadsheets derived from data submitted by ConocoPhillips. See Air Appendix.
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Offsite criteria emissions include the emissions from vehicles used to transport employees and
from vehicles used to transport coke, sulfur, and other materials delivered to or exported by the
Refinery. These emissions include:
x
x
x
x
x

Emissions from trucks used to transport coke;
Emissions from trucks used to transport sulfur;
Emissions associated with transport of crude oil to the Santa Maria Pump Station to be
delivered by pipeline to the Refinery;
Emissions from trucks associated with normal materials shipments and employee duties; and
Emissions from employee vehicles.

Table 4.1-8 shows emissions from offsite vehicle trips. Trucks delivering crude oil from several
locations to the Santa Maria Pump Station create emissions (see Section 2.0, Project
Description). The weighted-average distance of these deliveries is 66 miles one way, from as far
north as the San Ardo fields in Monterey County (83 miles) and south to Casmalia.
SMF Operations Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Operations at the Refinery in the baseline year produced GHG emissions associated with a range
of equipment types and operations, as shown in Table 4.1-7. Table 4.1-9 summarizes Refinery
GHG emissions, which the Refinery voluntarily submits to the SLOCAPCD.
GHG emissions associated with employees commuting and offsite movement of sulfur, coke,
and miscellaneous materials are not included in the inventories submitted to the SLOCAPCD.
These emissions levels, also shown in Table 4.1-9, are calculated separately.
SMF Toxic Emissions

Toxic emissions are associated with operations at the Refinery as well as emissions from diesel
truck operating along area roadways. Refinery emissions of toxic materials are estimated by the
Refinery and submitted to the SLOCAPCD along with modeling of cancer, acute, and chronic
impacts at locations near the Refinery. These estimates are required by regulation, particularly
the AB2588 requirements. The results from the most recent emission inventory for the current
SMF operations and the 2007 modeling analysis (based on the 2004 emissions year), indicate
that toxic emissions from the Refinery create impacts outside of the plant boundaries to a cancer
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Table 4.1-8

Offsite Vehicle Emissions – Within and Outside of San Luis Obispo County

Source : Data derived by SLOC APCD from ConocoPhillips permit application submissions and subsequent calculations. Assumes Refinery is operating at the
permit level of throughput. See Air Appendix for details.
Phillips Santa Maria Refinery
Throughput Increase FEIR

4.1-22

October 2012

Comment Letter B6
4.1 Air Quality

Table 4.1-9

Greenhouse Gas Emissions - Refinery Operations at Permit Level, metric tonnes

N 2O

CH4

SF6

Total CO2
Equivalent
Emissions

Stationary Combustion
Coke Processing (Calciner)
Mobile Combustion
Refrigerant Usage
Sulfur Recovery
Water Processes
VOC Fugitives
SF6 Usage
Purchased Electricity

Refinery
238,905
0
751
0
8,743
0
0
0
6,256

0.4
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.2
0.0
0.0
0.0

4.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
1.5
0.5
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

239,129
0
780
20
8,743
105
11
0
6,265

TOTAL REFINERY

254,655

0.7

6.1

0.0

255,052

Offsite Mobile
568
57
9,514
725
1,734
678
13,276

0.0
0.0
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.1
0.3

0.0
0.0
0.1
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.3

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

Source Type

Workers commuting
LDT trucks - misc Refinery deliveries
HHDT Trucks - coke export
HHDT Trucks - sulfur export
HHDT Trucks - crude deliveries to SMPS
Locomotives to Long Beach
TOTAL MOBILE
TOTAL

CO2

577
60
9,560
729
1,742
696
13,362
268,415
Notes: Mobile combustion is emission related to Refinery operations, including employees, equipment or materials
delivery, transport and movement of crude oil to the SMPS. Data is derived from 2009 Offsite Mobile data for this
part of the table. The Calciner shut down in 2007. Emissions estimated at the refinery permit level from 2007 data.
Source: SLOC APCD spreadsheets with data derived from ConocoPhillips submittals.

case level of 15 in one million (ConocoPhillips 2007). Although the 10-in-one-million contours
were primarily within plant boundaries, they did extend beyond the plant boundaries several
kilometers to the west. However, this impact area does not include any residential areas or
businesses. The 2007 modeling indicated acute and chronic impacts at 0.77 health impact (HI)
and 0.21 HI, respectively, which are below the hazard index of 1.0 at the property boundaries.
The 2007 acute impacts were determined to be primarily associated with the calciner operations
(85% of the acute impacts were attributable to the calciner), which has since been shut down.
Table 4.1-10 summarizes the 2004 emissions of toxic materials.
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Cancer risks from the Refinery in 2004 were attributable primarily to the diesel cooling water
pump at the coke processing facility and other diesel engine operations, which the report
estimates makes up over 90 percent of the cancer health risk. This pump driver has now been
replaced with a natural gas fired engine equipped with a catalyst.
Emissions from mobile sources are not included in the AB2588 reporting requirements.
Therefore, additional modeling was conducted to estimate the impacts of diesel trucks operating
along area roadways. The analysis included routes to and from U.S. Highway 101 and State
Highway 166, including a route to and from the Refinery and Highway 101 north, utilizing
Highway 1, Halcyon Road, and the Grand Avenue ramps; a route to Highway 101 south utilizing
State Highway 1 and west Main Street; and a route to State Highway 166 utilizing Willow Road
and Tefft Street. Modeling was conducted using the Aermod system with a grid of receptors
spaced every 100 meters. The truck sources were configured as elevated area sources 100 meters
long, placed end-to-end along each route. Emission rates were based on EMFAC2007 for heavyduty diesel trucks and truck traffic data included in Section 2.0, Project Description.
Meteorological data utilized was from Vandenberg Air Force Base (station 00093214 for the
year 1990) for upper air data and from the Santa Maria station (station 23272 for the year 1990)
for surface air data.
The results of the modeling indicate that the maximum risk levels for cancer along the proposed
routes would be a maximum of 4.6 cancer cases per million. The location of the maximum
cancer risk would be along State Highway 1 immediately south of the Refinery, since this route
would have the greatest amount of traffic. Figure 4.1-4 shows risk contours. Risk levels are
greater than one in one million along the southern route to Highway 101 since most traffic
between Highway 101 and the SMF is anticipated to utilize the southern route to transport sulfur
and coke. The risk contours along the route to Highway 166 and the route to Highway 101 north
would create risk levels less than one in one million primarily due to the lower traffic levels
along these routes to and from the SMF. The peak cancer risk would be near the intersection of
Willow Road and Highway 1 and is approximately 4.6 in one million.
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Table 4.1-10

Toxic Emissions From Santa Maria Refinery
Annual Emissions,
pounds/year

1,3-Butadiene

Annual Emissions,
pounds/year
9.0

Acetaldehyde

124

H2SO4*

0

Acrolein

6.4

HCl*

0

Ammonia

258

Hex. Chrome

1.1

Antimony

4.7E-03

Hexane

10.1

HF

1,100

Pollutant

Arsenic
Benz(a)anthracene
Benzene
Benzo(a)pyrene

4.5
2.2E-02
303.3
4.0E-03

Pollutant
H2S

2,301

Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene

0.6

Lead

1.7

Manganese

59.5

Benzo(b)fluoranthene

0.3

Mercury

9.9

Benzo(k)fluouranthene

0.2

Naphthalene

6.8

Nickel

65.2

Beryllium

4.7E-03

Cadmium

0.3

Propylene

1,733

221,278

Selenium

43.2

Chlorine

24.8

Sulfates

Chromium

33.1

Sulfur Dioxide*

Chrysene

2.0E-02

Carbon Monoxide

Toluene

189
254,378
700

Copper

30.6

Total Dioxins/Furans

1.2E-05

Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene

0.2

Total PCB

2.4E-03

Diesel Particulate

759

Vanadium

220

Ethyl Benzene

63.3

Xylenes

877

Formaldehyde

217

Zinc

135

Notes: * Since the 2004 TAC inventory, sulfur dioxide emissions have been reduced by 97% as a result of the calciner unit
closure. Also, the H2SO4 and HCL emissions have been eliminated as a result of the calciner unit closure. These changes have
been included in the table above.
Source: 2011 Health Risk Assessment and the 2007 HRA analysis
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Figure 4.1-4

Transportation Route Diesel Exhaust Health Risk Contours - Cancer

Notes: See Appendix A for details of the Aermod modeling

SMF Odor Emissions

Several activities at the SMF, including sulfur handling, combustion of sulfurous gases, and
fugitive emissions from leaking components, could produce odors in the surrounding residential
and industrial areas. The SMF was under an Abatement Order from 1989 to 1993. As a result of
that order, plant and process modifications were made to significantly reduce emissions and
odors. A fugitive emissions program implemented in 2007 substantially reduced emissions from
leaking components. The 2007 shutdown of the Calciner Plant also substantially reduced the
combustion and emissions of sulfurous gases.
The SLOCAPCD investigates and compiles odor complaints for the SMF. Over the past 12
years, the SLOCAPCD recorded approximately 7.5 complaints per year on average, and
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SLOCAPCD staff verified 3.3 per year were attributable to the SMF. Complaints peaked at 20
in 2008, and the SLOCAPCD verified 11 complaints. In addition, the SMF has received, on
average, 2.8 SLOCAPCD notices of violation per year over the past 17 years, for issues ranging
from failure to submit appropriate plans to emissions levels that exceed permit values. One
notice of violation was issued for odor nuisance in 17 years.
SMPS Criteria Pollutant Emissions

Current operations at the Santa Maria Pump Station produced criteria emissions associated with
a range of equipment types and operations, including:
x
x

Unloading of crude oil trucks;

x

Tank heater boilers;

x

Emergency standby engines;

x

Tank storage of crude oil (80,000 bbls) from truck offloading only; and
Fugitive emissions from pumps, valves, and connections;

According to the Santa Barbara County APCD permits (PTO 08218r8, 11754r2) and annual
emission reports (for 2010), the SMPS has a permit truck unloading throughput limit of 26,000
bbls per day as well as limits on the boiler heat inputs (502 mmbtu/day). Permit limits on NOx
and ROC are 12.35 and 26.82 lbs/day, respectively. In 2010, the maximum average monthly
throughput at the SMPS was 6,847 bpd of crude oil through the truck unloading rack.
4.1.2

Regulatory Setting

Federal, state, and local agencies have established standards and regulations that govern the
Proposed Project. The following sections summarize the regulatory setting for air quality that
apply to new development within the local air basin and the historic and most recent efforts on
addressing GHG emissions.
4.1.2.1

Air Quality

Federal Regulations

The Clean Air Act of 1970 directs attainment and maintenance of the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS). The 1990 Amendments to this Act included new provisions that
address air pollutant emissions that affect local, regional, and global air quality. The EPA is
responsible for implementing the Clean Air Act and establishing the NAAQS for criteria
pollutants. In 1997, the EPA adopted revisions to the Ozone and Particulate Matter Standards in
the Clean Air Act. These revisions included 8-hour ozone standards and particulate matter
standards for PM2.5 .However, in May of 1999 the US Court of Appeals for the District of
Columbia remanded the ozone standards. In January 2001, the EPA issued a “Proposed
Response to Remand” that declared the revised ozone standard should remain at 0.08 ppm, as
established with the 1997 revisions. In March 2001, the US Supreme Court upheld the
constitutionality of the Clean Air Act as the EPA interpreted it, setting health-protective air
quality standards for ground-level ozone and particulate matter. In April 2004, the EPA issued its
Final Nonattainment Area Designations for Eight-Hour Ozone Standard.
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Air Quality Management Plan

Under the provisions of the Clean Air Act, the EPA requires each state that has not attained the
NAAQS to prepare an Air Quality Management Plan, which is a separate local plan detailing
how to meet the federal standards. The governor of each state designates a local agency to
prepare these plans, which are then incorporated into a State Implementation Plan.
Emission Standards for Non-Road Diesel Engines

To reduce emissions from non-road diesel equipment, the EPA established a series of
increasingly strict emission standards for new non-road diesel engines. Tier 1 standards were
phased in from 1996 to 2000 (year of manufacture), depending on the engine horsepower
category. Tier 2 standards were phased in from 2001 to 2006. Tier 3 standards were phased in
from 2006 to 2008. Tier 4 standards, which likely will require add-on emission control
equipment, will be phased in from 2008 until 2015. These standards will apply to construction
equipment.
Project-Specific Rules

Federal rules applicable to the Proposed Project are outlined in the Refinery Title 5 permit, pages
iii-iv PTO 44-50.
State Regulations
California Air Resources Board

The CARB has jurisdiction over all air pollutant sources in the state; it delegated responsibility
for stationary sources to local air districts and retained authority over emissions from mobile
sources. The County’s local air district is the San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control
District (SLOCAPCD). The California Air Resources Board (CARB) established the California
Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS). Comparing the criteria pollutant concentrations in
ambient air to the CAAQS determines state attainment status for criteria pollutants in a given
region. The CARB, in partnership with local California air quality management districts,
developed a pollutant-monitoring network to aid attainment of CAAQS. The network consists of
numerous monitoring stations throughout California that monitor and report various pollutants’
concentrations in ambient air.
California Clean Air Act

The California Clear Air Act (CCAA) went into effect in January 1, 1989, and was amended in
1992 (California Health and Safety Code, Division 26). The CCAA mandates achieving the
health-based CAAQS at the earliest practical date.
Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act of 1987

The Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act of 1987 (AB2588) requires an
inventory of air toxics emissions from individual facilities, an assessment of health risk, and
notification of potential significant health risk (California Health & Safety Code, Division 26,
Part 6).
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California Diesel Fuel Regulations

With the California Diesel Fuel Regulations, the CARB set sulfur limitations for diesel fuel sold
in California for use in on-road and off-road motor vehicles. The rule initially excluded harbor
craft and intrastate locomotives, but it later included them with a 2004 rule amendment. Under
this rule, diesel fuel used in motor vehicles, except harbor craft and intrastate locomotives, has
been limited to 500-ppm sulfur since 1993. This sulfur limit was later reduced to 15-ppm,
effective September 1, 2006.
4.1.2.2

Local

In 1967, California passed legislation that placed the primary responsibility for controlling air
pollution at the local level. In April 1970, the San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors
formed the SLOCAPCD, which included a decision-making body known as the SLOCAPCD
Board of Directors. Over the past 30 years, the District has adopted and implemented nearly 100
rules and currently has nearly 1,070 individual permits and agricultural registrations, and it
operates 850 facilities. In 1994, revisions to state law changed the composition of the Board of
Directors to include all five County supervisors plus one city council member from each of the
seven incorporated cities.
As part of the California Clean Air Act, the SLOCAPCD is required to develop a plan to achieve
and maintain the state ozone standard by the earliest practicable date. To this end, the
SLOCAPCD developed the Clean Air Plan (CAP). The latest CAP is dated 2001 CAP, adopted
by the SLOCAPCD at a hearing on March 26, 2002, which addresses state requirements by
updating the 1991 CAP (SLOC APCD 2001). The 1991 CAP, adopted by the SLOCAPCD in
1992, contained a comprehensive set of control measures designed to reduce ozone precursor
emissions from a wide variety of stationary and mobile sources. The 2001 CAP, similar to the
1998 CAP, is mainly a continuation of the 1995 CAP and proposed no new control measures.
Control measures proposed in the CAP include vapor recovery, solvent content reduction,
improved fuel combustion, fuel switching or electrification, chemical or catalytic reduction,
reduced vehicle use, and new source reviews.
The SLOC APCD also issues annual reports that address issues such as air quality summaries for
each year as well as air quality trends.
The SLOC APCD developed a number of rules that are potentially applicable to this Project,
including:
x
x

Rule 204 – Requirements (new source review);

x

Rule 401 – Visible emissions;

x

Rule 403 – Particulate matter emission standards;

x

Rule 219 – Toxics new source review;

x

Rule 402 – Nuisance;

Rule 405 – Nitrogen oxides emission standards, limitations, and prohibitions;
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x
x

Rule 406 – Carbon monoxide emission standards and limitations;

x

Rule 412 – Airborne toxic control measures;

x

Rule 419 – Petroleum pits, ponds, sumps, well cellars and wastewater separators;

x

Rule 425 – Storage of volatile organic compounds;

x

Rule 407 – Organic material emission standards;

x

Rule 417 – Control of fugitive emissions of volatile organic compounds;

x

Rule 420 – Cutback asphalt paving materials;

x
x

Rule 430 – Control of oxides of nitrogen from industrial, institutional, commercial boilers,
steam generators, and process heaters;
Rule 431 – Stationary internal combustion engines; and
Rule 433 – Architectural coatings.

4.1.2.3

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Regulations

International Regulations
Kyoto Protocol

The Kyoto Protocol is a treaty made under the United Nations Framework Convention on
Climate Change, which was signed on March 21, 1994. The Convention was the first
international agreement to regulate GHG emissions. It has been estimated that if the
commitments outlined in the Kyoto Protocol are met, global GHG emissions would be reduced
by an estimated 5 percent from 1990 levels during the first commitment period from 2008 until
2012. However, while the US is a signatory to the Kyoto Protocol, Congress has not ratified it;
therefore, the US is not bound by the Protocol’s commitments.
Climate Change Technology Program

In lieu of the Kyoto Protocol’s mandatory framework, the US has opted for a voluntary and
incentive-based approach toward emissions reductions. This approach, the Climate Change
Technology Program, is a multi-agency research and development coordination effort, led by the
Secretaries of Energy and Commerce, who are charged with carrying out the President’s
National Climate Change Technology Initiative.
Federal Regulations
Clean Air Act

In the past, the US EPA has not regulated GHG under the Clean Air Act. However, the US
Supreme Court recently held that the EPA can, and should, consider regulating motor-vehicle
GHG emissions. In Massachusetts v. Environmental Protection Agency, 12 states and cities,
including California, in conjunction with several environmental organizations sued to force the
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EPA to regulate GHG as a pollutant pursuant to the Clean Air Act (US Supreme Court No. 051120; 127 S.Ct. 1438 (2007)). The Court ruled that GHG fit within the Clean Air Act’s definition
of a pollutant and that the EPA’s reason for not regulating GHG was insufficiently grounded.
40 CFR Section 98 specifies mandatory reporting requirements for a number of industries. The
final 40 CFR part 98 applies to certain downstream facilities that emit GHG, and to certain
upstream suppliers of fossil fuels and industrial GHG. For suppliers, the GHG emissions
reported are the emissions that would result from combustion or use of the products supplied.
The rule also includes provisions to ensure the accuracy of emissions data through monitoring,
recordkeeping and verification requirements. The mandatory reporting requirements generally
apply to facilities that produce more than 25,000 metric tonnes of CO2 equivalent per year.
State Regulations and Programs
Executive Order S-3-05

The 2005 California Executive Order S-3-05 established the following GHG emission-reduction
targets for California:
x
x
x

By 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels;
By 2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; and
By 2050, reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels.

The Secretary of the California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) is charged with
coordinating oversight of efforts to meet these targets and formed the Climate Action Team to
carry out the Order. Emission reduction strategies or programs developed by the Climate Action
Team to meet the emission targets are outlined in a March 2006 report (CalEPA 2006). The
Climate Action Team also provided strategies and input to the CARB Scoping Plan.
Assembly Bill 1493

In 2002, the legislature declared in AB 1493 (the Pavley regulations) that global warming was a
matter of increasing concern for public health and the environment in the state. It cited several
risks that California faces from climate change, including reduction in the state’s water supply,
increased air pollution due to higher temperatures, harm to agriculture, and increase in wildfires,
damage to the coastline, and economic losses caused by higher food, water, energy, and
insurance prices. Furthermore, the legislature stated that technological solutions for reducing
GHG emissions would stimulate California’s economy and provide jobs. Accordingly, AB 1493
required the CARB to develop and adopt the nation’s first GHG emission standards for
automobiles. The CARB responded by adopting CO2-equivalent fleet average emission
standards. The standards will be phased in from 2009 to 2016, reducing emissions by 22 percent
in the “near term” (2009 to 2012) and 30 percent in the “mid-term” (2013 to 2016), as compared
to 2002 fleets.
The legislature passed amendments to AB 1493 in September 2009. Implementation of AB 1493
requires a waiver from the EPA, which was granted in June 2009.
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Assembly Bill 32

AB 32 codifies California’s GHG emissions target and requires the state to reduce global
warming emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. It further directs the CARB to enforce the statewide
cap that would begin phasing in by 2012. AB 32 was signed and passed into law by Governor
Arnold Schwarzenegger on September 27, 2006. Key milestones of AB 32 include:
x
x
x

June 20, 2007 - Identification of “discrete early action GHG emission-reduction measures.”
January 1, 2008 - Identification of the 1990 baseline GHG emissions levels and approval of a
statewide limit equivalent to that level. Adoption of reporting and verification requirements
concerning GHG emissions.

x

January 1, 2009 - Adoption of a scoping plan for achieving GHG emission reductions.

x

January 1, 2011 - Regulatory adoption of GHG emission limits and reduction measures.

x

January 1, 2010 - Adoption and enforcement of regulations to implement the actions.

January 1, 2012 - GHG emission limits and reduction measures become enforceable.

Since the passage of AB 32, the CARB published Proposed Early Actions to Mitigate Climate
Change in California. This publication indicated that the issue of GHG emissions in CEQA and
General Plans was being deferred for later action, so the publication did not discuss any early
action measures generally related to CEQA or to land use decisions.
California Senate Bill 1368

In 2006, the California legislature passed SB 1368, which requires the Public Utilities
Commission (PUC) to develop and adopt a “greenhouse gases emission performance standard”
by March 1, 2007, for private electric utilities under its regulation. The PUC adopted an interim
standard on January 25, 2007, requiring that all new long-term commitments for base load
generation involve power plants that have emissions no greater than a combined cycle gas
turbine plant. That level is established at 1,100 lbs/MWh of CO2. The California Energy
Commission has also adopted similar rules.
Senate Bill 97 – CEQA: Greenhouse Gas Emissions

In August 2007, Governor Schwarzenegger signed into law SB 97 – CEQA: Greenhouse Gas
Emissions stating, “This bill advances a coordinated policy for reducing greenhouse gas
emissions by directing the Office of Planning and Research and the Resources Agency to
develop CEQA guidelines on how state and local agencies should analyze, and when necessary,
mitigate greenhouse gas emissions.” Specifically, SB 97 requires the Office of Planning and
Research (OPR), by July 1, 2009, to prepare, develop, and transmit to the Resources Agency
guidelines for the feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions, as
required by CEQA, including, but not limited to, effects associated with transportation or energy
consumption. The Resources Agency would be required to certify and adopt those guidelines by
January 1, 2010. OPR would be required to periodically update the guidelines to incorporate new
information or criteria established by the CARB pursuant to the California Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006. SB 97 also identifies a limited number of types of projects that would be
exempt under CEQA from analyzing GHG emissions.
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On January 7, 2009, OPR issued its draft CEQA guidelines revisions pursuant to SB 97. On
March 16, 2010, the Office of Administrative Law approved the Amendments, and filed them
with the Secretary of State for inclusion in the California Code of Regulations. The Amendments
became effective on March 18, 2010.
Office of Planning and Research Technical Advisory and Preliminary Draft CEQA Guidelines
Amendments for Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Consistent with SB 97, on March 18, 2010, the CEQA Guidelines were amended to include
references to GHG emissions. The amendments offer guidance regarding the steps lead agencies
should take to address climate change in their CEQA documents.
According to OPR, lead agencies should determine whether GHG may be generated by a
Proposed Project, and if so, quantify or estimate the GHG emissions by type and source. Second,
the lead agency must assess whether those emissions are individually or cumulatively significant.
When assessing whether a Project’s effects on climate change are cumulatively considerable,
even though its GHG contribution may be individually limited, the lead agency must consider
the impact of the Project when viewed in connection with the effects of past, current, and
probable future projects. Finally, if the lead agency determines that the GHG emissions from the
Proposed Project are potentially significant, it must investigate and implement ways to avoid,
reduce, or otherwise mitigate the impacts of those emissions.
The Amendments do not identify a threshold of significance for GHG emissions, nor do they
prescribe assessment methodologies or specific mitigation measures. The Preliminary
Amendments maintain CEQA discretion for lead agencies to establish thresholds of significance
based on individual circumstances.
The guidelines developed by OPR provide the lead agency with discretion in determining what
methodology is used in assessing the impacts of greenhouse gas emissions in the context of a
particular Project. This guidance is provided because the methodology for assessing GHG
emissions is expected to evolve over time. The OPR guidance also states that the lead agency can
rely on qualitative or other performance based standards for estimating the significance of GHG
emissions.
California Air Resources Board: Scoping Plan

On December 11, 2008, the CARB adopted the Scoping Plan as directed by AB 32 (CARB
2008a). The Scoping Plan proposes a set of actions designed to reduce overall GHG emissions in
California. The measures in the Scoping Plan approved by the Board will be in place by 2012,
with further implementation details and regulations to be developed, followed by the rulemaking
process to meet the 2012 deadline. Measures include a cap-and-trade system, car standards, low
carbon fuel standards, landfill gas control methods, energy efficiency, green buildings,
renewable electricity standards, and refrigerant management programs.
California businesses are required to report their annual GHG emissions. This requirement is
contained within sections 95100-95133 of Title 17, California Code of Regulations. It establishes
who must report GHG emissions to the CARB and sets forth the requirements for measuring,

October 2012

4.1-33

Phillips Santa Maria Refinery
Throughput Increase FEIR

Comment Letter B6
4.1 Air Quality

calculating, reporting and verifying those emissions. The rule specifies a reporting threshold of
25,000 metric tonnes of CO2.
California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol

The California Climate Action Registry is a program of the Climate Action Reserve and serves
as a voluntary GHG registry. The California Climate Action Registry was formed in 2001 when
a group of chief executive officers, who were investing in energy efficiency projects that reduced
their organizations’ GHG emissions, asked the state to create a place to accurately report their
emissions history. The California Climate Action Registry publishes a General Reporting
Protocol, which provides the principles, approach, methodology, and procedures to estimate such
emissions.
California Air Resource Board Proposed Mandatory Reporting Regulation

The Air Resources Board approved a mandatory reporting regulation in December 2007, which
became effective January 2009 (which appears at sections 95100-95133 of title 17, California
Code of Regulations), which requires the mandatory reporting of GHG emissions for specific
industries emitting more than 25,000 metric tonnes of CO2 equivalent per year.
California Air Resource Board Proposed Cap-and-Trade Regulation

The California Air Resource Board has recently adopted a rule to develop a cap-and-trade type
system applicable to specific industries that emit more than 25,000 metric tonnes of CO2
equivalent per year. The AB 32 Scoping Plan identifies a cap-and-trade program as one of the
strategies California will employ to reduce the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions that cause
climate change. Under cap-and-trade, an overall limit on GHG emissions from capped sectors
will be established by the cap-and-trade program and facilities subject to the cap will be able to
trade permits (allowances) to emit GHGs. The program started on January 1, 2012, with an
enforceable compliance obligation beginning with the 2013 GHG emissions for GHG emissions
from stationary sources. The petroleum and natural gas systems sector is covered starting in
2013 for stationary and related combustion, process vents and flare emissions if the total
emissions from these sources exceed 25,000 metric tonnes of CO2 equivalent per year.
Suppliers of Natural Gas and transportation fuels are covered beginning in 2015 for combustion
emissions from the total volume of natural gas delivered to non-covered entity or for
transportation fuels.
Facilities subject to cap and trade are not automatically exempt from the significant evaluation
under CEQA. Proposed projects must quantify GHG emissions and determine the significance of
a project’s environmental impact.
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Local Regulations and Programs
County Climate Action Plan

The County Department of Planning and Building adopted a Climate Action Plan on November 22,
2011, as a blueprint for reducing greenhouse gas emissions. Additionally, a Green Building
Ordinance to improve energy efficiency in new and existing development will be effective January
1, 2013. The CAP focuses on local actions to reduce GHG emissions through energy efficiencies,
including: retrofitting existing buildings; reversing rural sprawl; and increasing use of non-fossil
fuels such as solar and wind energy (SLOC 2011).
County General Plan, Conservation, and Open Space Element

The County Board of Supervisors in 2010 adopted a comprehensive Conservation and Open
Space Element with a focus on reducing GHG emissions, increasing energy efficiency, and using
local renewable energy.
APCD

The SLOCAPCD adopted GHG thresholds on March 28, 2012 and updated their CEQA
Handbook in April, 2012, to incorporate the new thresholds.
4.1.3

Significance Criteria

According to the December 2009 SLOC APCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, project impacts
may be considered significant if one or more of the following special conditions apply:
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

If any of the thresholds are exceeded;
If the Project has the ability to emit hazardous or toxic air pollutants in the close proximity of
sensitive receptors such that an increased cancer risk affects the population;
If the Project has the potential to emit diesel particulate matter in an area of human exposure,
even if overall emissions are low;
Remodeling or demolition operations where asbestos-containing materials will be
encountered;
If naturally occurring asbestos has been identified in the Project area;
If the Project has the ability to emit hazardous or toxic air pollutants in the close proximity of
sensitive receptors such as schools, churches, and hospitals;
If the Project results in a nuisance odor problem to sensitive receptors; and
If more than 4 acres are graded at any given time.

The CEQA Air Quality Handbook defines thresholds for long-term operational emissions and
short-term construction related emissions. Depending on the level of exceedance of a defined
threshold, the SLOC APCD has established varying levels of mitigation.
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4.1.3.1

Operational Thresholds

Table 4.1-11 shows the threshold criteria established by the SLOC APCD to determine a
Project’s significance and appropriate mitigation level for long-term operational emissions (i.e.,
vehicular and area source emissions). Emissions that equal or exceed the designated threshold
levels are considered potentially significant and shall be mitigated. For projects requiring air
quality mitigation, the SLOC APCD has developed a list of both standard and discretionary
mitigation strategies tailored to the type of Project proposed: residential, commercial, or
industrial.
Table 4.1-11

SLOC APCD Thresholds of Significance for
Operational Emissions Impacts
Daily
25 pounds
1.25 pounds
25 pounds
550 pounds

Pollutant
ROG + NOx
Diesel Particulate Matter
Fugitive Dust Particulate Matter (PM10)
CO

Annual
25 tons
25 tons
-

Source: SLOC APCD 2009

Construction Thresholds

Use of heavy equipment and earth-moving operations during Project construction generates
fugitive dust and combustion emissions that may have substantial temporary impacts on local air
quality. Fugitive dust emissions would result from land clearing, demolition, ground excavation,
cut and fill operations, and equipment traffic over temporary roads. Combustion emissions, such
as NOx and ROG, are most significant when using diesel-fueled equipment, such as loaders,
dozers, haul trucks, compressors, and generators. Table 4.1-12 lists construction thresholds.
Table 4.1-12

SLOC APCD Thresholds of Significance for Construction
Emissions Impacts
Pollutant

ROG + NOx
Diesel Particulate Matter
Fugitive Dust Particulate Matter (PM10)

Daily
137 pounds
7 pounds
-

Quarterly
Tier 1
2.5 tons
0.13 tons
2.5 tons

Quarterly
Tier 2
6.3 tons
0.32 tons
-

Source: SLOC APCD 2009

Exceeding Tier 1 emissions thresholds requires the implementation of a listing of standard
mitigation measures and best available control technologies (BACT). Tier 2 requires the
implementation of a construction activity management plan in addition to Tier 1 requirements. If
emission levels cannot be decreased to less than the Tier thresholds, then offsite mitigation may
be necessary.
There would be no construction activities involved in the Proposed Project.
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Greenhouse Gases Thresholds

For land use development projects, the GHG threshold is compliance with a qualified GHG
Reduction Strategy; OR annual emissions less than 1,150 metric tons per year (MT/yr) of CO2e;
OR 4.9 MT CO2e/service population (SP)/yr (residents + employees). Land use development
projects include residential, commercial and public land uses and facilities. This includes
amortization of the construction emissions (50 years for residential projects and 25 years for
commercial projects).
For stationary-source projects, the threshold is 10,000 metric tons per year (MT/yr) of CO2e.
Stationary-source projects include land uses that would accommodate processes and equipment
that emit GHG emissions and would require an SLOCAPCD permit to operate.
At the time of writing, only a few air districts in California have drafted adopted thresholds for
GHG emissions. Table 4.1-13 lists these districts and summarizes the adopted threshold level.
Table 4.1-13

Current Draft or Proposed GHG Thresholds in California

District/Area
Bay Area AQMD

City of Orange
San Joaquin APCD
Kern County
South Coast AQMD
Title 17 reporting
requirements

Threshold Level MTCO2e
1,100 /year non-stationary land use
development projects
10,000/year stationary sources
10,000 /year (industrial)
3,000 / year (residential, commercial &
mixed-use)
Reduce from business as usual by 29% by
2020 combined with performance standards
10,000 for stationary/industrial sources
3,000 for residential developments
25,000 and above for non-listed sources,
20,000 after 3 years for listed sources

Notes
Adopted 12/2009

Interim guidance 4/2010

Adopted by board 12/2008
Residential is in draft form

Note: AQMD = Air Quality Management District, CAPCOA = California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
Sources: Environmental Monitor 2009, BAAQMD 2009, CARB 2008, SJVAPCD 2009, City of Orange 2008, SCAQMD 2008

Air Toxic Health Risk Thresholds

SLOC APCD Rule 219, Toxics New Source Review, defines acceptable levels of health risk for
regulated sources. Rule 219 identifies significance thresholds as follows:
The facility-wide risk from any source shall not exceed ten (10.0) in a million for cancer or a
health hazard index (HHI) of one (1.0) for either chronic non-cancer or acute health impacts,
unless that facility is included in the Air Toxics Hot Spots program by the District, and the source
simultaneously develops and implements an APCO-approved airborne toxic risk reduction audit
and plan, as codified in Chapter 6, Facility Toxic Air Contaminant Risk Reduction Audit and Plan,
of the California Health and Safety Code.

These thresholds were utilized to evaluate facility-wide risk following the implementation of
TBACT, which could include the use of cleaner diesel engines and implementing California
verified diesel emission control strategies, such as the installation of catalysts.
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4.1.4

Project Impacts

Project operations could increase emissions of criteria pollutants from Refinery equipment and
from offsite mobile emissions; could increase odor events; could increase GHG emissions; and
could increase health risk impacts. Potential increases in emissions would occur both from
Refinery operations and from offsite, mobile sources.
Impact #

Impact Description

Residual
Impact

AQ.1

Operational activities at the Refinery and offsite would generate emissions that
exceed SLOC APCD thresholds.

Class II

Refinery Operations

The Proposed Project would generate an increase in air emissions due to the following activities:
x
x
x
x

Increased use of facility equipment, including the crude oil heaters, vacuum heaters, coke
heaters, boilers, and cooling towers;
Increased fugitive emissions from crude oil tanks;
Increased fugitive dust emissions from increased coke handling;
Increased indirect emissions from the transportation of crude oil to the Refinery; and

x Increased indirect emissions from the transportation of materials away from the Refinery.
Some equipment and operations would not experience an increase in emissions with an increase
in crude oil throughout, including the following:
x
x
x
x

Emissions from emergency diesel fired engines;
Flare stack emissions;
Fugitive emissions from Refinery pumps, compressors,valves, and connectors; and
Emissions associated with solvent use and other miscellaneous sources.

Emissions associated with an increase in crude oil processed would be a linear increase in
emissions in relation to the level of crude oil processed for most equipment. The amount of gas
used to heat the crude oil would increase by the same level as the increased throughput of crude
oil. This is true for most of the combustion processes at the facility (except those previously
listed). Therefore, an estimate of facility emissions associated with the Proposed Project crude
oil throughput increase was produced by increasing the 2009 emissions by the ratio of the
Proposed Project crude oil throughput level to the crude oil throughput level in 2009. Table 4.114 shows the equipment categories, whether they would be affected by a crude oil throughput
increase, and the resulting emissions.
The increase beyond the baseline listed in Table 4.1-14 is the increase over the emissions from
the Refinery operating at the current permitted level of 44,500 bpd (see Section 2.0, Project
Description). The current permit emissions levels would be greater than 2009 levels since the
crude oil throughput in 2009 was less than the permitted level. The permitted level was
determined to be the baseline based on past CEQA documents prepared for the facility.
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Table 4.1-14

Proposed Project Refinery Emissions and the Associated Increase

Note: “Affected” means that the equipment would experience an emissions increase if crude oil throughput is
increased. The increase over baseline is the amount of emissions that would occur above the refinery operating at a
crude throughput value of 44,500 bpd.
Source: SLOC APCD derived Table from data submitted by ConocoPhillips.
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An increase in emissions of criteria pollutants (CO, ROG, NOx, SO2, and PM) during operations
would occur due to the increased intensity of operations of the Refinery equipment needed to
process the additional crude oil. The ROG+NOx emissions associated with the daily emissions
would increase by more than the SLOCAPCD thresholds. Daily emissions of diesel particulate
matter, fugitive dust or CO would be below the thresholds. The annual emissions of ROG+NOx
and fugitive dust would also be less than the thresholds. Increases in emissions would be subject
to New Source Review requirements.
Offsite Mobile Emissions

Air emissions of criteria pollutants (CO, ROG, NOx, SO2, and PM) during operations would also
increase as a result of increased transportation of materials associated with the Refinery
operations. Increased transportation would occur from the following activities:
x
x
x

Increased generation of sulfur due to an increase in crude oil processing;
Increased generation of coke due to an increase in crude oil processing; and
Increased movements of crude oil to supply the Refinery increase in crude oil throughput.

Each of these increased activities would generate additional emissions. The level of increase in
emissions associated with the transportation of crude oil would be a function of the crude oil
origin and the transportation methods. At this time, it is not known where the additional crude oil
would come from that would allow the Refinery to operate at a higher throughput level.
Increased throughput could be produced from onshore fields or from offshore fields. It could be
transported by pipeline or it could be transported by truck to the Santa Maria Pump Station.
Since the mode and source of the transportation are not known, a reasonable worst-case scenario
is defined where the additional crude oil would come from onshore sources and would be
transported by truck to the Santa Maria Pump Station. This scenario would produce the highest
emissions associated with an increase in crude deliveries to the Refinery.
The Proposed Project would not increase the emissions associated with employees or
miscellaneous Refinery deliveries since an increase in the crude oil throughput would not
increase employee travel or miscellaneous deliveries.
Emissions associated with offsite mobile emissions from the Proposed Project are shown in
Table 4.1-15. Daily emissions of ROG+NOx and diesel particulate matter would increase more
than the SLOCAPCD thresholds. Annual thresholds would not be exceeded.
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Table 4.1-15

Offsite Mobile Emissions – Proposed Project Operations

Notes: Increase over baseline operations is the increase over the potential emissions generated from the permitted
operations at 44,500 bpd. Note that these emission levels have not occurred, but have been evaluated in past CEQA
documents. Santa Barbara APCD Significance Threshold for mobile sources is 25 lbs NOx/day. Monterrey APCD
Significance Threshold for is 137 lbs NOx or VOC/day. San Joaquin (Kern County) APCD Significance Threshold
for is 10 tons NOx or VOC/year.
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Table 4.1-16 shows offsite emissions and the SLOCAPCD thresholds associated with Proposed
Project operations (at the 48,950 bpd throughput level).
Table 4.1-16

Proposed Project Emissions Increases and SLOCAPCD Thresholds

Thresholds
ROG + NOx
Diesel Particulate Matter
Fugitive Dust Particulate Matter (PM10)
CO

Daily Emissions Increases,
pounds
Thresholds
Project
25
128.1
1.25
2.7
25
0.10
550
22.1

Annual Emissions Increases,
tons
Project
Thresholds
25
23.4
25
0.02
-

Note: SMF and Offsite Mobile Sources combined. Fugitive dust sources are from the coke storage and handling
and rail car loading only.

Emissions associated with Refinery operations would increase with the Proposed Project due to
the increased use of equipment associated with crude oil processing. Emissions associated with
the transportation of sulfur and coke and the delivery of crude oil to the Santa Maria Pump
Station would also increase. The increase would be more than the SLOCAPCD thresholds and
would therefore be a significant impact.
Mitigation Measures

AQ-1.1

Prior to issuance of the updated permit and increase in Refinery throughput, the
Applicant shall apply BACT on the crude heaters, coker heaters and boilers, vacuum
heaters and superheaters, and/or utilize an equivalent method onsite with other
equipment, to reduce the NOx emissions to less than the SLOCAPCD thresholds.

AQ-1.2

To the extent feasible, and if AQ-1.1 does not reduce emissions to below the
thresholds, all trucks under contract to the SMF shall meet EPA 2010 or 2007 model
year NOx and PM emission requirements and a preference for the use of rail over
trucks for the transportation of coke shall be implemented to the extent feasible in
order to reduce offsite emissions. Annual truck trips associated with refinery
operations and their associated model year and emissions shall be submitted to the
SLOCAPCD annually.

AQ-1.3

Prior to issuance of the updated permit, if emissions cannot be mitigated below
significance thresholds through implementation of mitigation measures AQ-1.1 and
AQ-1.2, then offsite mitigation will be required as per SLOCAPCD guidance in the
CEQA Handbook.

Residual Impacts

Implementing the recommended mitigation measure, for example, to use the low-NOx burners
on the crude heaters, the coke heaters, and the boilers B504/506 to reduce the NOx emissions to
21 ppm from 30 ppm could reduce the NOx emissions from this equipment by almost 84 pounds
NOx per day. Boiler B507 is a relatively new boiler designed with forced draft and flue gas
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recirculation to achieve the NOx limit of 21 ppm. Implementing this technology on other boilers
would reduce boiler NOx emissions. The Refinery could also implement other emission
controlling techniques on heaters, as safe design practices allow, to reduce heater NOx
emissions, if a significant increase warrants the mitigation. The mitigated emissions increases
with low NOx burners on the crude heaters, coker heaters, and boilers B504/506 (as per AQ.1-1)
are listed in Table 4.1-17.
Table 4.1-17

Proposed Project Refinery and Mobile Emissions Increases and SLOCAPCD
Thresholds - Mitigated

Thresholds
ROG + NOx
Diesel Particulate Matter
Fugitive Dust Particulate Matter (PM10)
CO

Daily Emissions Increases,
pounds
Thresholds
Project
25
44.3
1.25
2.7
25
0.10
550
22.1

Annual Emissions Increases,
tons
Project
Thresholds
25
8.1
25
0.02
-

Notes: Fugitive dust is calculated from coke handling operations only.

Emissions of ROG+NOx and emissions of diesel particulate matter would remain greater than
the SLOCAPCD thresholds primarily due to offsite use of diesel trucks. Mitigation measures to
reduce offsite, mobile emissions are more difficult to address since locomotive emissions are
outside the control of the Refinery and oil and gas companies that supply the crude oil to the
Santa Maria Pump Station deliver the oil on their own, independent of Phillips control or
oversight. However, some reduction in emissions could be realized by requiring companies that
contract with the Refinery to utilize newer, cleaner trucks. This would reduce NOx and PM
emissions. The EPA NOx and PM limit on heavy duty truck diesel engines for model year 2010
produces close to a 90 percent reduction over earlier models. However, the feasibility of
implementing this measure for the wide range of companies and truck types associated with the
offsite Refinery operations is not clear. For the remaining emissions reductions, offsite emission
reductions shall be secured to offset the amount of emissions exceeding SLOCAPCD’s
thresholds and reduce the Project emissions to a level of less than significant with mitigation
(Class II).

Impact #

Impact Description

Residual
Impact

AQ.2

Operational activities could increase the frequency or duration of odor events.

Class II

The release of material that contains even small amounts of sulfur compounds (H2S) or
hydrocarbons produces an odor. Several compounds associated with the oil and gas industry can
produce nuisance odors. Sulfur compounds, found in oil and gas, have very low odor threshold
levels.

October 2012

4.1-43

Phillips Santa Maria Refinery
Throughput Increase FEIR

Comment Letter B6
4.1 Air Quality

Odor thresholds are defined as the point at which a person can detect the substance. Below the
odor threshold, a person would not smell anything. According to the American Industrial
Hygiene Association, the odor detection threshold is the lowest concentration of odorant that will
elicit a sensory response in the olfactory receptors of a specified percentage of a given
population (AIHA 1989). The annoyance level would be a higher concentration.
For instance, H2S can be detected by humans at concentrations from 0.5 parts per billion (ppb)
(detected by 2 percent of the population) to 40 ppb, qualified as annoying by 50 percent of the
population. Above these levels, H2S would be detected by most people. The Occupational Safety
and Health Administration limits occupational exposure to H2S at 20 ppm with a 50 ppm peak
over 10 minutes (29 CFR 1910.1000 Z-2 Table). Inhaling 100 ppm can be lethal according to the
Emergency Response Planning Guideline (AIHA 2008).
Many volatile compounds found in oil and gas (e.g., pentane, n-pentane, hexane, ethane, and
longer chain hydrocarbons) typically have petroleum or gasoline odors with varying odor
thresholds. The most odiferous of these compounds are hexane, which has an odor threshold
between 68 and 248 ppm, and pentane, which has an odor threshold of 2 ppm (New Jersey
2004).
Odor events could occur from many different situations associated with Refinery equipment
operations. The equipment components could leak and cause odors. Tanks are equipped with
hatches to protect them from overpressure. These hatches could lift, leading to odor events. The
amount of throughput through the crude oil tanks would increase under the Proposed Project.
The storage of sulfur at the Refinery could also be a source of odors to nearby residences and the
amount of sulfur moved through the Refinery would increase with the Proposed Project. The
combustion of Refinery gases that contain sulfur produces SO2 which could travel downwind
after combustion and produces odors. Sulfur levels of Refinery fuel gases vary, but generally are
limited by the SLOCAPCD permit to less than 797 ppm and generally range from 250 to 300
ppm. Although these levels would not change with the Proposed Project, the amount of gas that
is treated and combusted would increase with the Proposed Project.
Released materials that cause odors can travel a substantial distance since the odor thresholds for
materials can be as low as parts per billion. Odor impacts associated with accidental releases or
from normal operations at the Refinery could impact surrounding areas. Increased processing of
crude oil would lead to increased movements of sulfur and increased emissions, increased
cycling of coker units and increased cycling of crude tank levels in the crude oil tanks, all of
which would lead to an increase in emissions and a potential for an increased frequency and/or
duration of odor events. This would be considered a significant impact.
Mitigation Measure

AQ-2

The Applicant shall prepare and submit an Odor Control Plan, which shall be
approved by the SLOCAPCD prior to the issuance of a revised permit. The Odor
Control Plan shall identify all potential sources of odors at the Refinery. The plan
shall detail how odors will be controlled at each odor source and the mechanism in
place in the event of an upset or breakdown, as well as design methods to reduce
odors, including redundancy of equipment (e.g., pumps and VRU compressors) or
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reductions in fuel gas sulfur content. Area monitoring shall be discussed. The Plan
shall also include a complaint monitoring and reporting section and include a hotline
number for individuals to call in case of a complaint.
Residual Impacts

Implementing these mitigation measures could reduce odor events that have resulted in odor
complaints and notices of violation due to Refinery operations in the past.
These mitigation measures for odor impacts associated with normal operations would reduce
odors to a level less than the current operations (less frequency and or shorter duration) and,
although odors could still impact nearby residences, impacts are considered less than significant
with mitigation (Class II).
Impact #
AQ.3

Impact Description
Operational activities could increase GHG emissions.

Residual
Impact
Class II

The majority of the GHG emissions come from the combustion of fossil fuels such as natural or
Refinery fuel gas at the Refinery. Stationary combustion equipment at the Refinery creates the
largest percentage of Refinery GHG emissions.
GHG associated with operations include emissions from combustion sources (e.g., flare, heaters,
boilers, and electrical generators), offsite vehicles, and fugitive emissions that contain CO2 and
methane. The largest source of GHG emissions are the heaters and the electrical generators.
Table 4.1-19 shows the GHG emissions for operations under the Proposed Project. Table 4.1-19
includes a comparison to the baseline operational emissions that would occur if the Refinery
were operating at the permitted throughput level of 44,500 bpd.
Refinery operations account for more than 90 percent of the GHG emissions, with onsite
stationary sources creating the vast majority of emissions and offsite mobile emissions
accounting for the remaining percentage.
The GHG emissions estimate utilizes the same approach as the criteria emissions estimate,
whereby emissions from equipment are assumed to increase proportional to the increase in crude
throughput. Since the majority of emissions are associated with Refinery combustion from the
crude oil heaters, the coke heaters, and boilers, which would have an increase in heating
requirements as a function of the increase in crude oil throughput, this estimate is considered to
be an accurate assessment of the Proposed Project GHG emissions.
Emissions of GHG would be greater than the significance threshold of 10,000 metric tonnes
CO2e.
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Table 4.1-18

Refinery GHG Emissions and Increase over the Baseline Operations Scenario,
metric tonnes

Source Type

Stationary Combustion
Mobile Combustion
Refrigerant Usage
Sulfur Recovery
Water Processes
VOC Fugitives
SF6 Usage
Purchased Electricity
TOTAL REFINERY

CO2
Refinery
259,563
751
0
9,617
0
0
0
2,279
272,210

N 2O

CH4

SF6

Total CO2
Equivalent
Emissions

0.5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.2
0.0
0.0
0.0
1.0

4.4
0.0
0.0
0.0
1.5
0.5
0.0
0.1
6

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

259,806
780
20
9,617
105
11
0
2,282
272,621

Offsite Mobile
Workers commuting
568
0.0
0.0
0
577
LDT trucks - misc Refinery deliveries
57
0.0
0.0
0
60
HHDT Trucks - coke export
10,262
0.1
0.2
0
10,311
HHDT Trucks - sulfur export
767
0.0
0.0
0
770
HHDT Trucks - crude deliveries to SMPS
3,780
0.1
0.1
0
3,799
Locomotives to Long Beach
728
0.1
0.0
0
747
TOTAL MOBILE
16,163
0.3
0.3
0
16,264
TOTAL
288,885
Increase Over Baseline Operations
20,470
Source: Data submitted to SLOC APCD by ConocoPhillips (see also Applicant comments on the DEIR, Exhibit
5). Data from 2009 offsite mobile sources submitted by ConocoPhillips used to derive Offsite Mobile project data.

Mitigation Measure

AQ-3

The Applicant shall implement a program to increase efficiency of the Refinery
stationary combustion devices to maintain GHG emissions to less than the
SLOCAPCD thresholds (10,000 metric tonnes per year) over the emissions associated
with the current permitted throughput. In addition to increasing stationary equipment
efficiency, additional measures may include the use of more efficient model year
trucks or alternative fueled vehicles for hauling vehicles. If after all applicable
measures have been implemented, emissions are still over the thresholds, then off-site
mitigation will be required. The off-site mitigation measures shall be approved by the
SLOCAPCD prior to permit issuance.
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Residual Impacts

A substantial majority of GHG emissions are produced from combustion of produced gas at the
Refinery. By increasing the efficiency of the use of this gas, more electricity and heat could be
generated for each unit of gas and GHG emissions could be reduced. However, at high crude oil
throughput rates, the Refinery could operate with a surplus of produced gas and might need to
flare the surplus gas, which would negate the efficiency gains. Therefore, it is not clear that the
stationary, onsite GHG emissions could be reduced to below the thresholds. Also, the
availability of newer, more efficient trucks as well as the availability of alternative-fueled trucks
is uncertain. Emissions reductions within the community shall be obtained to further reduce
emissions to below the significance thresholds, as per SLOCAPCD requirements. A combination
of these mitigation measures could reduce the GHG emissions to below the threshold of 10,000
tons per year which would reduce the emissions to less than significant with mitigation. (Class
II).

AQ.4

Residual
Impact

Impact Description

Impact #

Potential increased operations at the Refinery would emit air-borne toxic
materials.

Class III

The increase in throughput associated with the Proposed Project would increase emissions at the
Refinery and along transportation routes between the Refinery and area highways. Some of these
emissions would be toxic materials that could increase health risks for populations near to the
Refinery.
A toxic emission inventory was developed for the Refinery in 2004, which included only
stationary sources at the SMF and also included operations such as the calciner, which have since
been shut down. The 2004 inventory was used in a 2007 health risk assessment prepared by
ConocoPhillips which utilized the California Air Resources Board’s Hotspots Analysis and
Reporting Program model to assess the cancer, chronic, and acute health risk impacts. The
primary cause of health risk impacts at the Refinery in 2004 was determined to be the dieselcooling water pump. In 2005, a diesel oxidation catalyst (DOC) was reportedly installed on the
diesel cooling water pump to reduce diesel particulate emissions by 30 percent. The installation
of the DOC and shutdown of calcining operations resulted in a reduction in health risk levels to
15 cancer cases per one million at the Refinery boundary (ConocoPhillips 2007).
Since 2004, several additional changes at the Refinery have reduced toxic emissions, including
shutting down the calciner, installation of various DOC and diesel particulate filters (DPF) on
several diesel engines, and reductions in fugitive emissions with a more rigorous fugitive
emissions control program. Additionally, the SLOCAPCD reported that the diesel cooling water
pump has been replaced by a natural gas engine with catalyst, which has reduced risk levels by at
least 80 percent. This would reduce health risk levels to approximately five cases per one
million.
As part of the Applicant’s comments on the DEIR, the Applicant prepared and submitted a
revised HRA utilizing 2010 emission data and assumptions about the operating characteristics of
the Refinery if it were to operate at the Proposed Project levels. This HRA is included in the
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comments on the DEIR. The HRA indicated that the highest cancer risks at the facility fence
line would be 2.1 in a million, and that chronic and acute risks would be 0.02 and 0.38,
respectively, associated with the Proposed Project operations. These levels are less than the
health risk thresholds of 10 in one million (for cancer) and 1.0 HI for acute and chronic impacts
and would be less than significant.
Diesel-powered trucks traveling along area roadways could also increase health risks associated
with emissions. Modeling was conducted using Aeromod to assess the impacts of truck traffic
along area roadways between the Refinery and U.S. Highway 101. The cancer risks associated
with truck traffic would increase over the baseline to a level of 5.9 cancer cases per million
immediately south of the Refinery along area roadways. This would be less than the thresholds
and would be a less than significant impact.
Mitigation Measure

None required
Residual Impacts

Health risks associated with the mitigated Project operations would be less than all applicable
health risk criteria and impacts would be considered less than significant (Class III).
4.1.5

Other Issue Area Mitigation Measure Impacts

No other issue area mitigation measures are anticipated to produce additional air quality and
greenhouse gas impacts. Therefore, the mitigation measures would not result in additional
significant impacts, and additional analysis or mitigation is not required.
4.1.6

Cumulative Impacts

With one exception, none of the proposed developments in the cumulative projects list (see
Section 3.0, Cumulative Projects) would be constructed near the Proposed Project area so there
would be no localized impacts associated with cumulative projects. The Sheridan Properties
development project would construct 21 industrial units on approximately 13 acres east of the
SMF. Impacts of the development project would be a function of the type of industrial
development proposed for the site. Any substantial emission sources at the proposed Sheridan
Properties site could increase impacts associated with health risk between the Sheridan site and
the SMF. Since the Sheridan Properties industrial uses have not been defined at this point, the
impacts could be potentially cumulatively significant.
Regional impacts could be realized since multiple projects would emit into the South Central
Coast Air Basin at the same time. Most of these projects are within the South County planning
area. All residential projects within the South County planning area are subject to the cumulative
air quality impact program which collects a fee per proposed residence (SLOC 2009). These fees
contribute to several identified improvements that will help reduce some of the cumulative air
quality impacts within the South County (e.g., clean-fuel bus replacement, park-and-ride lots).
Projects are preceded by an update of the South County Area Plan that conducted a cumulative
assessment and projection of build-out, where air quality impacts where considered. Individual
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projects (previously planned or not) may also be required to undergo CEQA analysis, and
mitigation measures applied, where appropriate. Further, projects must comply with
SLOCAPCD rules and regulations that include air emission reduction strategies for the basin.
These, in concert with individual project mitigation measures, will help reduce air quality
impacts. However, until San Luis Obispo as a whole attains all federal and state standards, it is
likely that the air emissions from the cumulative projects would be significant.
The development of additional oil resources in SLOC, such as at the Excelaron Project
approximately 25 miles from the Santa Maria Pump Station in Huasna Valley, or from fields in
northern Santa Barbara County, could supply crude oil to the Refinery. Since the Excelaron
distance is less than the crude volume-weighted distance associated with the current onshore
crude sources supplied by truck (the current distance weighted by the amount of crude oil
supplied to the Refinery is 66 miles), using crude oil from the Excelaron site could reduce
mobile emissions associated with delivering crude oil to the Santa Maria Pump Station.
The additional crude oil supplied by northern Santa Barbara County fields could also contribute
to the proposed Project throughput increase. Crude oil would be transported by pipeline from
some Orcutt area fields and would not pass through the SMPS. Additional crude oil production
at other onshore fields might utilize the SMPS if the crude oil is delivered by truck instead of
pipeline, and could cause the permit limits at the SMPS to be exceeded. This might cause some
displacement of crude oil to other refineries if the SMPS permit limits are exceeded. However,
historical operations at the SMPS indicate that there is plenty of excess capacity at the SMPS and
within the pipelines to handle additional crude oil (a permit limit of 26,000 bpd of truck
unloading at the SMPS with 2010 throughput levels of less than 7,000 bpd).
Since one of the cumulative projects would be constructed near the Proposed Project area, the
cumulative impacts associated with odors or toxic emissions could be significant. With the
application of APCD requirements related to toxic emissions and odors, cumulative impacts
would be reduced to less than significant.
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4.1.7

Mitigation Monitoring Plan

Mitigation
Measure

AQ-1.1

AQ-1.2

AQ-1.3

AQ-2

AQ-3

Compliance Verification
Responsible
Method
Timing
Party

Requirements
Prior to issuance of the updated permit
and increase in Refinery throughput, the
Applicant shall apply BACT on the crude
heaters, coker heaters and boilers,
vacuum heaters and superheaters, and/or
utilize an equivalent method onsite with
other equipment, to reduce the NOx
emissions to less than the SLOCAPCD
thresholds.
To the extent feasible, and if AQ-1.1 does
not reduce emissions to below the
thresholds, all trucks under contract to the
SMF shall meet EPA 2010 or 2007 model
year NOx and PM emission requirements
and a preference for the use of rail over
trucks for the transportation of coke shall
be implemented to the extent feasible in
order to reduce offsite emissions. Annual
truck trips associated with refinery
operations and their associated model
year and emissions shall be submitted to
the SLOCAPCD annually.
Prior to issuance of the updated permit, if
emissions cannot be mitigated below
significance thresholds through
implementation of mitigation measures
AQ-1.1 and AQ-1.2, then offsite
mitigation will be required as per
SLOCAPCD guidance in the CEQA
Handbook.
The Applicant shall prepare and submit
an Odor Control Plan, which shall be
approved by the SLOCAPCD prior to the
issuance of a revised permit. The Odor
Control Plan shall identify all potential
sources of odors at the Refinery. The plan
shall detail how odors will be controlled
at each odor source and the mechanism in
place in the event of an upset or
breakdown, as well as design methods to
reduce odors, including redundancy of
equipment (e.g., pumps and VRU
compressors) or reductions in fuel gas
sulfur content. Area monitoring shall be
discussed. The Plan shall also include a
complaint monitoring and reporting
section and include a hotline number for
individuals to call in case of a complaint.
The Applicant shall implement a program
to increase efficiency of the Refinery
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During
operations

San Luis
Obispo
County
Planning and
Building
Department,
SLOCAPCD

Inspection of
equipment

During
operations

San Luis
Obispo
County
Planning and
Building
Department,
SLOCAPCD

Inspection of
off-site
mitigation

During
operations

SLOCAPCD

Inspection of
plan

During
operations

SLOCAPCD

Inspection of

During

SLOCAPCD

Inspection of
equipment
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Mitigation
Measure

Requirements
stationary combustion devices to maintain
GHG emissions to less than the
SLOCAPCD thresholds (10,000 metric
tonnes per year) over the emissions
associated with the current permitted
throughput. In addition to increasing
stationary equipment efficiency,
additional measures may include the use
of more efficient model year trucks or
alternative fueled vehicles for hauling
vehicles. If, after all applicable measures
have been implemented, emissions are
still over the thresholds, then offsite
mitigation will be required. The off-site
mitigation measures shall be approved by
the SLOCAPCD prior to permit issuance.
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Executive Summary

This Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) has been prepared to address a
proposed Rail Spur Extension and Crude Oil Unloading Facility (Rail Spur Project) that would
be located at the Santa Maria Refinery (SMR) in Nipomo. The applicant for the Rail Spur Project
is Philips 66 Company (Phillips 66) (the Applicant). The SMR property is located in the
southwestern corner of San Luis Obispo County, approximately 1 mile southwest of State Route
1, and approximately 3.5 miles west of the community of Nipomo, in the South County Coastal
and South County Inland planning areas. The location of the SMR property is shown in Figure
ES-1.
The EIR also contains a programmatic assessment of various coastal access options through the
SMR site (Coastal Access Project). Phillips 66 was recently required to provide a vertical public
right of coastal access at the SMR site as a condition of approval of the Phillips 66 Throughput
Increase Project (approved by the County Board of Supervisors in March 2013). The assessment
of various coastal access options is being considered as a result of the Throughput Project and is
not directly related to the Rail Spur Project. The coastal access assessment is discussed in more
detail at the end of the Executive Summary.
This EIR is an informational document that is being used by the general public and governmental
agencies to review and evaluate the Rail Spur Project. The reader should not rely exclusively on
the Executive Summary as the sole basis for judgment of the Projects. Specifically, the EIR
should be consulted for information about the environmental effects associated with the Projects
and potential mitigation measures to address or minimize those effects.
The remainder of the Executive Summary consists of the following sections:
x
x
x
x
x
x

An introduction, which discusses the Notice of Preparation (NOP) process that was used for
the EIR and the reasons for issuing a revised Draft EIR;
A brief description of the Rail Spur Project;
A summary of key impacts and mitigation measures associated with the Rail Spur Project;
A brief description of the alternatives evaluated throughout this EIR for the Rail Spur
Project;
A summary of the Environmentally Superior Alternative for the Rail Spur Project; and
A summary of the Vertical Coastal Access Project programmatic assessment.

A set of Impact Summary Tables for the Rail Spur Project is provided after the Executive
Summary. These tables summarize the impacts and mitigation measures for the Rail Spur
Project. The Rail Spur Project impacts and mitigation measures are discussed in further detail in
Section 4.0. The alternatives to the Rail Spur Project are discussed in Section 5.0. The Vertical
Coastal Access Project assessment is provided in Chapter 9.
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Figure ES-1

A.

Proposed Project Location

Introduction

The purpose of the Executive Summary is to provide the reader with a brief overview of the Rail
Spur and Vertical Coastal Access Projects, the anticipated environmental effects, and the
potential mitigation measures that could reduce the severity of the identified impacts. The reader
should not, however, rely exclusively on the Executive Summary as the sole basis for judgment
of the Projects.
In compliance with State CEQA Guidelines, the County, as the Lead Agency, prepared a NOP
for the proposed projects and solicited comments through distribution of the NOP. A public
scoping meeting was held in the community on July 29, 2013 to provide an opportunity for the
public to comment on the scope of the EIR. The NOP and comments received in response to the
NOP were used to direct the scope of the analysis and the technical studies in this EIR. A copy of
the NOP and the comments received are in Appendix I of the EIR.
In addition to the County, a number of other governmental agencies require a CEQA analysis of
the Rail Spur Project in order to act on the Project. These agencies include the San Luis Obispo
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County Air Pollution Control District (SLOCAPCD), Calfire, California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW), and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).
In November 2013 a Draft EIR was issued for the Rail Spur Project with a 60-day comment
period. The comment period for the Draft EIR closed on January 27, 2014. After reviewing the
comments on the Draft EIR, the County decided that a revised Draft EIR should be recirculated
for public comment. The decision to recirculate the EIR was primary based upon the need to
expand the discussion of mainline UPRR impacts beyond the borders of San Luis Obispo
County. Due to extensive revisions in various parts of the document, this revised Draft EIR does
not contain specific written responses to the comments received on the initial Draft EIR. The
entire EIR has been recirculated for public comment. All comments on the previous Draft EIR
were reviewed, and the revised Draft EIR was modified to address comments that were
applicable to the revised document (refer to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5(f)(1)).
The revised Draft EIR has been issued for a 45-day public comment period. Based upon the
comments received, changes will be made for the Final EIR. The various stakeholders will have
to submit new comments on the revised Draft EIR for them to be considered in the Final EIR.
All comments received on the revised Draft EIR and their corresponding responses will be
provided in the Final EIR. Comment on the November 2013 Draft EIR will not be included in
the Final EIR.
B.

Rail Spur and Crude Unloading Facility Project Description

Phillips 66 is proposing to modify the existing rail spur currently on the southwest side of the
SMR and to build and operate a crude oil rail unloading facility. The rail spur extension is
proposed entirely on the SMR property and would be located east of the Union Pacific Railroad
and the existing refinery facilities. The area of the Rail Spur Project is zoned for industrial use.
Figure ES-2 shows the proposed location of the Rail Spur Project. The EIR has analyzed the Rail
Spur Project to a permit (i.e., project specific) level of detail.
The project would include an eastward extension of the existing rail spur, a railcar crude oil
unloading facility, and associated above-ground pipelines Trains would deliver crude oil to the
SMR for processing. The unloaded material would be transferred from the proposed unloading
facility to existing crude-oil storage tanks via a new on-site above-ground pipeline.
The proposed tracks and unloading facilities would be designed to accommodate unit trains and
manifest trains. Unit trains consist of approximately 80 tank cars and associated locomotives and
other supporting cars that stay together as one assembly fully dedicated to delivery of crude oil to
the SMR. Manifest trains may have a variety of car types and cargos, other than crude oil, that
are not fully dedicated as are unit trains. Manifest trains may deliver one or more cars to the
refinery and then continue to other destinations to deliver other cargo.
The proposed rail spur lines would extend from the terminus of the current spur. The unloading
facility would be located at the end of the existing coke storage area and along an existing
internal refinery road.
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Figure ES-2

Location of Proposed Rail Spur Project

Source: Arcadis 2013.
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Modification of the existing rail spur would include constructing five parallel tracks. Two tracks
would surround an unloading rack and then would come together to form a common track that
extends to the east of the loading area to allow for the entire train to be parked off of the mainline
track and unloaded. Three additional tracks would extend the full length of the rail spur and run
parallel to the unloading area.
The Rail Spur Project would involve unloading of up to five unit trains per week (or a combined
total of five unit and manifest trains), with a 250 annual maximum number of trains. Trains
would arrive from different oilfields and/or crude oil loading points depending on market
economics and other factors. Trains could arrive at the Phillips 66 site from the north or the
south. The refinery feedstock definition (meaning the materials that could be transported by train
into the proposed facility) excludes gaseous feeds, natural gas liquids (NGL), liquefied
petroleum gas (LPG), finished refined products, and Bakken crude oil.
Phillips 66 has proposed to ship crude oil to the refinery in non-jacketed CPC-1232 tank cars
(i.e., post October 1, 2011 tank cars). These cars have a capacity of approximately 31,808
gallons per car. Each car has a weight limit of 210,700 pounds of crude oil. Each tank car would
be approximately 90 feet long. The tank cars would meet the current specifications that have
been established by the American Railroad Association for use in transporting crude oil. The rail
cars would be designed to meet DOT Packing Group I requirements, which is the highest rating.
The tank cars would be equipped with half height head shields, double couplers, and all stainless
steel valves. The relief valve would be a designed for high flow. All of the tanker cars servicing
the SMR as part of either a unit or manifest train would be owned or leased by Phillips 66.
In a unit train configuration, each train would consist of three locomotives, two buffer cars, and
80 railcars each carrying between 26,076 and 28,105 gallons for a total of between 49,670 and
53,532 barrels of crude oil per unit train. The tank cars would be limited to this range of volume
(as opposed to the 31,808 gallons per car listed above) due to the estimated weight of the oil that
would be delivered to the SMR. With the delivery of five unit trains per week the average daily
delivery of crude oil would be between 35,478 and 38,237 barrels, which is less than the
permitted capacity of the SMR with or without the throughput increase project.
Unit trains would arrive at the SMR, be unloaded and then leave the refinery. The total time each
train is expected to be at the refinery would be between ten and twelve hours. However, this
could vary depending upon when Union Pacific schedules the departure time for the train once it
has been unloaded.
The Rail Spur Project would not affect the amount (throughput volume) of material processed at
the refinery. Throughput levels at the refinery are capped by the County of San Luis Obispo
Department of Planning and Building and by the SLOCAPCD. These throughput limits cannot
be exceeded without a modification to existing land use and air permits, which would require
additional environmental and public review. In addition, no crude oil or refined product would be
transported out of the refinery by rail.
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C.

Union Pacific Railroad Mainline

The operation of unit and manifest trains to and from the SMR would be performed by Union
Pacific Railroad (UPRR), on UPRR property, and on trains operated by UPRR employees. The
movements of those trains to and from the Project Site may be preempted from local and state
environmental regulations by federal law under the Interstate Commerce Commission
Termination Act of 1995 and the Commerce Clause of the United States Constitution.
While the potential impacts of those train movements along the UPRR mainline are described in
appropriate chapters of this EIR, the County as CEQA Lead Agency, and other state and local
responsible agencies may be preempted from imposing mitigation measures, conditions or
regulations on UPRR train movements on the mainline.
Trains could enter California at five different locations (one at the north end of the state from
Oregon, two at the northeast from Nevada, one at the southeast from Nevada, and one at the
south from Arizona). Depending upon the route taken by the train they could arrive at the
Phillips 66 site from the north or the south. It is unknown what route UPRR would use to deliver
the trains to the SMR. Figure ES-3 shows the main UPRR train routes in California that could be
used to deliver crude to the SMR.
Coming from the north the routes merge at the UPRR Roseville Rail Yard. From the south the
routes merge at the Colton Rail Yard. Given that the route the trains would travel to get to these
two UPRR yards is speculative, the EIR has evaluated in more detail the impacts of trains
traveling from these two UPRR yards to the SMR.
Beyond the two UPRR Yards, trains could travel any number of routes. Also, crude oil delivered
to California by UPRR would generally pass through either of these two rail yards in route to the
SMR. Depending upon the source of the crude oil, crude oil trains could use any portion of the
UPRR network between Roseville/Colton and the source location for the crude oil. The exact
route that would be taken would depend upon a number of factors, that could include the source
of the crude oil, weather conditions, train traffic conditions, etc. Since the routes past Roseville
and Colton are somewhat speculative, the EIR has discussed in a more qualitative nature the
potential impacts of train traffic beyond these two rail yards.
D.

Rail Spur Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

In the Impact Summary Tables and throughout this EIR, impacts of the Rail Spur Project and
alternatives have been classified using the categories Class I, II, III, and IV as described below.
x
x

Class I – Significant impacts that cannot be mitigated to less than significant levels,

x

Class III – Less than significant impacts without mitigation, and

x

Class II – Significant impacts that can be mitigated to less than significant levels,

Class IV – Beneficial impacts.
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Figure ES-3

Mainline Rail UPRR Routes to the Santa Maria Refinery

Source: Adapted by MRS from UPRR maps.

The term “significance” is used in these tables and throughout this EIR to characterize the
magnitude of the projected impact. For the purposes of this EIR, a significant impact is a
substantial, or potentially substantial, change to resources in the local Project area or the area
adjacent to the Project in comparison to the thresholds of significance established for the
resource or issue area. These thresholds of significance are discussed by issue area in Section
4.0.
The impacts along with the identified mitigation measures for each Rail Spur Project impact are
shown in the Impact Summary Tables, immediately following this Executive Summary. Each
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section of the Impact Summary Tables describes and classifies each impact, lists recommended
mitigation, and states the level of impact after mitigation.
The remainder of this section presents a brief summary of the key impacts and mitigation
measures for the Rail Spur Project. The reader should refer to the Impact Summary Tables and
Section 4.0 of the EIR for a more detailed discussion of the impacts and associated mitigation
measures for the Rail Spur Project.
Aesthetics and Visual Resources
There are no significant and unavoidable (Class I) impacts to aesthetics and visual resources
associated with the Rail Spur Project.
The impacts on aesthetics and visual resources would be less than significant with mitigation
(Class II). The eastern end of the proposed rail spur and the associated trains operating in the
area would reduce the quality of the views of the open space as seen from portion of State Route
1, the California Coastal Trail, the De Anza Trail, and other public areas east of State Route 1.
Landscaping and the installation of a berm at the east end of the tracks would reduce these
impacts to less than significant.
Lighting associated with the Rail Spur Project would create a new source of substantial light and
glare which would adversely affect nighttime views in the area. Development of a lighting plan
that requires lighting to be minimized and directed downward and to use lights that are dark sky
compliant would reduce this impact to less than significant levels.
Agricultural Resources
The Rail Spur Project could result in less than significant with mitigation (Class II) impacts to
productivity of adjacent farmlands due to construction activities. Dust, air emissions, and water
runoff generated by the construction activities could produce a significant short-term impact and
temporarily affect the productivity of row crops. Implementation of the fugitive dust and
stormwater control mitigation measures identified in air quality and water resources would
reduce these impacts to less than significant.
In the event of an oil spill at the SMR due to the unloading operations there could be impacts to
agricultural crops on adjacent properties. These impacts could be direct oiling of the crops or due
to impacts to surface or groundwater. These impacts at the SMR were found to be less than
significant with mitigation. Implementation of the oil spill containment systems and Spill
Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan (SPCCP) would reduce this impact to less than
significant levels.
If there is an oil spill along the UPRR mainline tracks there could be impacts to adjacent
agricultural crops due to direct oiling, fire, or surface and groundwater impacts. These impacts
were found to be significant and unavoidable (Class I) in the event that a spill where it could
impact agricultural resources. Only portions of the UPRR mainline track runs adjacent to
agricultural operations. Mitigation measures identified for improving emergency response and
oil spill cleanup would help to mitigate these impacts. However, the County may be preempted
by Federal law from requiring mitigation for operations on the UPRR mainline tracks (See
Section H of the Executive Summary for more discussion on the preemption issue).
Phillips SMR Rail Project
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Air Quality
Construction impact for the Rail Spur Project would be less than significant (Class III).
Operational pollutant emissions (i.e., NOx, ROC, and DPM) within San Luis Obispo County and
outside the County on the mainline could be potentially significant and unavoidable (Class I).
The operational pollutant emissions associated with operation of the Rail Spur Project within the
County would exceed the SLOCAPCD thresholds. Outside the County the mainline emissions
would exceed most other air district thresholds. This impact can be reduced to less than
significant with the use of Tier 4 locomotive and the application of emission reduction credits,
which would make the impact less than significant with mitigation (Class II). However, the
County may be preempted by Federal law from mitigating the air impacts associated with the
locomotives outside of the SMR property. (See Section G of the Executive Summary for more
discussion on the preemption issue). If the County is preempted from applying mitigation to the
locomotive emissions on the UPRR mainline, the impact would remain significant and
unavoidable (Class I). However, regardless of the preemption issue, the air emissions within the
SMR can be mitigated through the use of emission reduction credits.
Air toxic emissions at the SMR would be significant and unavoidable (Class I) since the cancer
risk over a 30-year exposure period would be greater than the 10 in a million threshold
established by the SLOCAPCD. This cancer risk is driven mainly by diesel particulate
emissions. About half of this cancer risk is due to the diesel particulate emissions from the
existing trucking operations at the SMR. Use of Tier 4 locomotives would reduce most of the
cancer risk from the rail operations, but the cancer risk would remain significant and unavoidable
since the baseline risk is already about the SLOCAPCD threshold. As stated above, the County
may be preempted by Federal law from applying mitigation to the UPRR locomotives.
Air toxic emissions from the mainline rail operations would be significant and unavoidable
(Class I) for areas along the mainline that are in close proximity to populated areas, and there is a
speed limit restriction on trains of less than 30 mph (when more emissions occur per length of
rail due to the slower speeds). In these locations the 30-year cancer risk would exceed the
SLOCAPCD thresholds beyond the railroad right-of-way. There are areas along the mainline rail
route that have reduced speed limits for trains that pass in proximity of sensitive receptors. For
example, in the City of San Luis Obispo, trains are limited to a speed of 25 miles per hour. In the
City of Davis, there are stretches of track that are limited in speed to 10 mph.
Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions within the State of California could be significant and
unavoidable (Class I) since they would exceed the SLOCAPCD threshold for GHG emissions.
This impact can be reduced to less than significant with the use of emission reduction credits,
which would make the impact less than significant with mitigation (Class II). However, the
County may be preempted by Federal law from mitigating the GHG emissions associated with
the locomotives outside of the SMR property. (See Section G of the Executive Summary for
more discussion on the preemption issue).
Fugitive dust (PM10) emissions from the project would be less than significant (Class III).
Operation of the Rail Spur Project would generate very low levels of fugitive dust, which are
well below the SLOCAPCD thresholds. The Rail Spur Project would not be expected to affect
the overall PM10 emissions in the project area.
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Biological Resources
Most of the biological impacts would be associated with construction of the Rail Spur Project.
Construction activities associated could result in impacts to habitat for listed and special status
species and habitat for rare plants and animals. These impacts were found to be less than
significant with mitigation (Class II). Some of the mitigation measures identified for these
impacts include implementing a Sensitive Species Management Plan, a Dune Habitat Restoration
Plan, conducting updated surveys of sensitive species habitats, and employing an independent
biological monitor. With implementation of these measures the impacts to biological resources
would be less than significant.
An oil spill at the SMR due to the unloading operations could result in impacts to biological
resources. These impacts at the SMR were found to be less than significant with mitigation
(Class II). Implementation of the oil spill containment systems and Spill Prevention Control and
Countermeasure Plan (SPCCP) would reduce this impact to less than significant levels.
In the event of an oil spill along the UPRR mainline tracks there could be impacts to adjacent
biological resources due to direct oiling, fire, or surface water impacts. These impacts were
found to be significant and unavoidable (Class I) in the event that a spill impacted sensitive
biological resources. Only portions of the UPRR mainline tracks run adjacent to sensitive
biological areas. Mitigation measures identified for improving emergency response and oil spill
cleanup would help to mitigate these impacts. However, the County may be preempted by
Federal law from requiring mitigation for operations on the UPRR mainline tracks (See Section
H of the Executive Summary for more discussion on the preemption issue).
Cultural Resources
Impacts to cultural resources during construction were found to be less than significant with
mitigation (Class II) include unanticipated disturbance to human remains due to construction
activities. Mitigation measures for these impacts include developing a monitoring plan and
halting area activities for expert assessment if resources are discovered.
In the event of an oil spill at the SMR due to the unloading operations there could be impacts to
cultural resources associated with the cleanup operations. These impacts at the SMR were found
to be less than significant with mitigation (Class II). Implementation of the oil spill containment
systems and Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan (SPCCP) would reduce this
impact to less than significant levels.
An oil spill along the UPRR mainline tracks would require cleanup activities that could impact
cultural resources. These impacts were found to be significant and unavoidable (Class I) in the
event that a spill occurred in an areas that had cultural resources. Only portions of the UPRR
mainline tracks would have the potential to be in areas where cultural resources might be
encountered during the cleanup activities. Mitigation measures identified for improving
emergency response and oil spill cleanup would help to mitigate these impacts. However, the
County may be preempted by Federal law from requiring mitigation for operations on the UPRR
mainline tracks.
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Geological Resources
There are no significant and unavoidable (Class I) impacts to geological resources associated
with the Rail Spur Project.
Construction activities associated with the Rail Spur Project could result in erosion due to the
grading activities. Seismically induced ground shaking could damage proposed structures and
infrastructure, potentially resulting in loss of property, risk to human health and safety, and oil
spills. These impacts were found to be less than significant with mitigation (Class II).
Implementation a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) using Best Management
Practices, and adequate design of the facilities to withstand anticipated horizontal and vertical
ground acceleration in the Project area, based on the California Building Code would result in
less than significant impacts.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
The main hazards associated with the Rail Spur Project are potential accidents at the SMR and
along the UPPR mainline that could result in oil spills, fires and explosions. At the SMR the
hazard zones associated with these events would be limited to the SMR property and would not
impact offsite areas. The hazards that could occur at the SMR would be limited to spills during
the unloading operations and the pipeline. Given the low speed the trains would be moving at the
SMR site (3 mph) it is unlikely that a tank car could be impacted enough to result in a spill. The
estimated shell and head puncture velocity of the tank car design proposed for use by the
Applicant are 8.3 and 10.3 miles per hour respectively. Therefore, the hazard impacts at the SMR
were found to be less than significant (Class III).
For the UPRR mainline tracks within the County a quantitative risk assessment (QRA) was
conducted to determine the level risk associated with the movement of trains from the SMR to
the Roseville and Colton rail yards. The risk for the full length of all three of the routes evaluated
was found to be significant (Class I) in the event of a release of crude oil that resulted in a fire or
explosion in the vicinity of a populated area. This finding is based upon the risk along the entire
length of the routes. The risk within any individual City or County would be considerably less.
The risk is primarily driven by the HTUA (Los Angeles Area, Bay Area, and Sacramento) since
these are the locations where fairly long stretches of track are in close proximity to heavily
populated areas. Mitigation requiring the use of the safest tank car design that is part of the U.S.
Department of Transportation (DOT) proposed rulemaking for high hazard flammable trains
(HHFT), which would include crude oil trains, would substantially reduces the risk. It has been
estimated that use of this tank car design would reduce the probability of an oil spill by about 74
percent. However, the County may be preempted by Federal law from requiring mitigation for
operations on the UPRR mainline tracks (See Section H of the Executive Summary for more
discussion on the preemption issue).
The hazards analysis found that the return period (i.e., average incident rate) for a release of 100
gallons or more of oil from a train between the SMR and the Roseville or Colton rail yards was
estimated to be between one every 46 years to once every 76 years depending upon the rail route
used to get to the SMR. For the full routes within the State of California the return period for a
release of 100 gallons or more of oil from a train was estimated to be between once every 19
years to once every 30.8 years depending upon the route taken. All of these estimates assume
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that all 250 trains per year use the same route. These numbers represent a range of return periods
for the crude oil train within California. The actual figure likely would be a weighted average of
several of these routes, and likely would vary each year.
Recreation
There are no significant and unavoidable (Class I) impacts to recreation associated with the Rail
Spur Project. Impacts to recreational access were found to be less than significant (Class III) in
the event of an oil spill along the UPRR mainline that impacted a recreational area. While spill
cleanup activities could limit access to recreational areas, it would be temporary and would not
result in permanent limits on access.
Noise and Vibration
There are no significant and unavoidable (Class I) impacts to noise and vibration associated with
the Rail Spur Project.
Operation of the Rail Spur Project would generate noise in the area around the SMR due to the
movement of trains during the unloading operations. These impacts were found to be less than
significant with mitigation (Class II). The unloading of a unit train would be expected to take
about 10 to 12 hours. This includes the time need to position the train, unload the tanker cars,
reassemble the train, and depart the facility. Noise modeling done as part of the EIR determined
that the County nighttime nose standards could be exceeded during the train positioning
operations when locomotive are operating east of the unloading racks. This is the area closest to
residential area.
The requirement for a Rail Unloading and Management Plan, and limits on the amount of time
locomotives can operate at night east of the unloading racks should reduce the noise impacts to
less than significant. There is some level of uncertainty associated with the unloading timeline
and the noise modeling. Therefore, a mitigation measure has been added that would require noise
monitoring to assure that the rail unloading operations due not exceed the County noise
standards.
Population and Housing
There are no significant and unavoidable (Class I) impacts to population and housing associated
with the Rail Spur Project. Impacts to population and housing demand were found to be less
than significant (Class III).
Public Services and Utilities
Operation of the Rail Spur Project could increase demand for fire protection and emergency
response services at both the SMR and along the UPRR mainline tracks due to incidents such as
oil spills, fires, or explosions. The impact to fire protection and emergency services was found to
be less than significant with mitigation (Class II) at the SMR. As part of the Rail Spur Project
fire protection and spill containment systems would be installed, and a new emergency access
road would be constructed to the rail unloading site. Implementation of a Fire Protection Plan,
Emergency Response Plan, Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan, training
requirements for Calfire and other local mutual aid fire departments, and the SMR fire brigade
would result in less than significant impacts.
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The impact to fire protection and emergency services along the UPRR mainline was found to be
significant (Class I) in the event of a fire or explosion. Many of the local emergency responders
along the various mainline rail routes that could be used for transporting crude oil to the SMR
lack adequate resources to respond to oil by rail accidents. Many of these first responders are in
rural areas and have little or no funding for firefighters and rely on volunteer firefighters.
Specifically, 40% of the fire fighters in California are volunteer firefighters, with many fire
departments entirely staffed by volunteer firefighters. These departments lack the necessary
capacity to support a hazmat team or to obtain training in the specialized areas of oil rail safety
and flammable liquid, and their response time to significant oil by rail accident could be hours.
In addition, some of these volunteer fire departments are in rural mountain areas were the rail
lines traverse local safety hazard areas (LSHA), which historically have had a higher probability
of train derailments.
Mitigation measures requiring training, drills, and notification for emergency responders along
the mainline rail routes would help to mitigate these impacts. However, the County may be
preempted by Federal law from requiring mitigation for operations on the UPRR mainline tracks
(See Section H of the Executive Summary for more discussion on the preemption issue).
Therefore, the impact would remain significant (Class I).
Transportation and Circulation
There are no significant and unavoidable (Class I) impacts to transportation and circulation
associated with the Rail Spur Project.
Minimal traffic would be generated during the operations of the Rail Spur Project. Traffic
impacts during construction were found to be less than significant with mitigation (Class II).
Trucks delivering construction materials to the SMR would be required to use Willow Road from
the new interchange with Highway 101. Implementation of a Construction Traffic Management
Plan would reduce the construction traffic impact to less than significant.
The EIR evaluated the impacts of the Rail Spur Project on passenger train on-time performance.
Unit trains moving on the UPRR mainline tracks could potentially interfere with schedule
passenger trains. The EIR analysis found that impact to on-time performance of passenger train
service from two additional trains per day (one coming to the SMR and one leaving the SMR)
would be less than significant (Class III).
Water Resources
Construction and operational activities associated with the Rail Spur Project could degrade
surface water and groundwater quality, which was found to be a less than significant with
mitigation (Class II) impact. Implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
using Best Management Practices, and an Oil Spill Contingency Plan would result in less than
significant impacts.
Accidental oil spills at the SMR associated with the operation of the Rail Spur Project were
found to be less than significant with mitigation (Class II). Oil spills could result from onsite
pipelines, or other rail unloading equipment such as the unloading pumps and lines.
Implementation of the oil spill containment systems and Spill Prevention Control and
Countermeasure Plan (SPCCP) would reduce this impact to less than significant levels.
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Accidental oil spills along the UPRR mainline tracks were found to be significant and
unavoidable (Class I) in the event that a spill where it could impact water resources. Only
portions of the UPRR mainline track run adjacent to water resources. In the event of an oil spill
along the UPRR mainline tracks there could be impacts to adjacent surface and groundwater.
Mitigation measures identified for improving emergency response and oil spill cleanup would
help to mitigate these impacts. However, the County may be preempted by Federal law from
requiring mitigation for operations on the UPRR mainline tracks (See Section H of the Executive
Summary for more discussion on the preemption issue).
The Rail Spur Project would increase water demand by 250 gallons per day, or 0.3 AFY. The
total SMR water demand would be 1,111.3 AFY, which would be less than the 1,550 AFY of
water available for SMR use under the Court Stipulation. Therefore, water supply related
impacts are considered less than significant (Class III).
E.

Description of Project Alternatives

Alternatives to the Rail Spur Project have been developed per CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6. The EIR has used an alternative screening analysis to select the alternatives evaluated
in detail in the EIR. The screening analysis looked at alternative transportation modes such as
trucking and marine transport, alternative rail unloading sites, an alternative rail unloading
facility configuration, and reduced train deliveries.
The screening analysis provides the detailed explanation of why some of the alternatives were
rejected for further analysis and ensures that only potentially environmentally preferred
alternatives are evaluated and compared in the EIR. Please see Chapter 5 of the EIR for a
detailed discussion of the screened alternatives. The following are the alternatives that were
selected as part of the screening analysis for more detailed review.
No Project Alternative
With the No Project Alternative no rail spur would be built and crude oil would not be delivered
by train to the SMR. Crude oil deliveries to the SMR would continue to be via pipeline and
truck. Trucks deliver crude oil to the Santa Maria Pump Station, and the oil is then moved via
pipeline to the SMR. In the past year the SMR has been receiving Canadian crude via rail and
truck. The crude is delivered to a rail unloading facility in Bakersfield and then loaded into truck
and delivered to the Santa Maria Pump Station, which it is moved via pipeline to the SMR.
Under the No Project Alternative, Phillips 66 could increase the delivery of North American
crudes to the SMR by about 19,660 barrels per day, using the existing rail and truck system
without requiring any new permits. Oil would be moved via rail to an existing rail unloading
facility in Bakersfield. The oil would then be loaded on to trucks and moved to the Santa Maria
Pump Station. The majority of the truck route would be along State Highway 166 in San Luis
Obispo County. Movement of 19,600 barrels per day would require 2.5 crude oil unit trains per
week.
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Loop Rail Unloading Configuration
With this alternative a large circular track would be constructed at the SMR for the delivery and
unloading of unit trains. This would eliminate the need to uncouple the train into sections for
unloading, however, the area needed for the tracks would be much larger. Trains would pull into
the track and twenty cars would be unloaded. The train would then pull forward and the next
twenty cars would be unloaded. This process would continue until all eighty cars had been
unloaded. The train would then be prepared for departure from the facility. The unloading
operations would be the same as described for the proposed unloading operations.
Reduce Train Deliveries
With this option the Rail Spur Project would be built and operated as proposed, but the SMR
would receive only a maximum of three unit trains per week instead of the proposed five per
week. All of the construction and operational activities would be the same as the proposed
project, which are discussed in Chapter 2 of the EIR.
F.

Environmentally Superior Alternative

This section summarizes the advantages and disadvantages of each of the alternatives as
compared to the Rail Spur Project. A more detailed comparison of the Rail Spur Project and the
alternatives can be found in Section 5.4 of the EIR.
CEQA does not provide specific direction regarding the methodology of comparing alternatives
to a proposed project. Each project must be evaluated for the issues and impacts that are most
important; this will vary depending on the project type and the environmental setting. Issue areas
with significant long-term impacts are generally given more weight in comparing alternatives.
Impacts that are short-term (e.g., construction-related impacts) or those that can be mitigated to
less than significant levels are generally considered to be less important.
For the Rail Spur Project, the determination of the environmentally superior alternative is
somewhat complicated by the preemption issue. The level and severity of a number of the
mainline and locomotive impacts would vary depending upon whether mitigation can be applied
to the Rail Spur Project or some of the Alternatives.
No Project Alternative
With the No Project Alternative, construction and operation of the Rail Spur Project would not
occur. Since the No Project Alternative could occur without any new permits, mitigation
measures could not be applied. If the County is preempted from requiring mitigation on the
UPRR mainline and locomotives, The No Project Alternative offers a number of environmental
advantages since fewer trains would be need to move the oil. Some of this advantage is offset by
the additional truck transportation that would be needed with the No Project Alternative.
With fewer trains the level of public safety risk would be reduced but would likely remain
significant. The trains would avoid the HUTAs of Los Angeles and the Bay Area since the trains
would be routed to the San Joaquin Valley. However, they could pass through Sacramento (a
HUTA), Davis, Stockton, Fresno, Bakersfield, etc.
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Annual air and toxic emissions would be reduced with this alternative. However, the peak day
emissions would increase due to the truck emissions. The Class I air toxic impact at the SMR
would be eliminated, and the air toxic impacts at the Bakersfield rail facility would be less than
significant (Class III) since the site is surrounded by agriculture and there are no sensitive
receptors in close proximity to the facility. Annual GHG emissions would increase with the No
Project Alternative due to the additional truck emissions and would remain significant and
unavoidable (Class I).
The risk of impacting sensitive biological and water resources along the mainline rail would be
reduced since the probability of a spill would decrease due to few annual trains. Some of this risk
would be offset by the risk of a spill from trucks along State Highway 166. While the maximum
spill volume for trucks is lower, the accident rate for trucks is higher than for trains. The risk of
impacting agricultural resources in the event of an oil spill would increase since more of the
mainline rail route would be in close proximity to prime agricultural land in the San Joaquin
Valley.
If the County is not preempted from applying mitigation to the mainline rail and locomotive,
then almost all of the advantages of the No Project Alternative would be eliminated since no
mitigation could be applied to the No Project Alternative. In this case, the Rail Spur Project
would have a number of environmental advantages over the No Project Alternative due to the
benefits of mitigation.
The No Project Alternative would meet most of the basic objectives of the Rail Spur Project.
However, it may not allow the SMR to operate at its permitted throughput capacity since less
crude oil could be available to the refinery.
Loop Rail Unloading Configuration
This alternative would not reduce the impact classification of any of the impacts for the Rail
Spur Project, and would not result in any new impacts that were not identified for the Rail Spur
Project.
The alternative would reduce the air and toxic emissions of the rail operations at the SMR since
less trains movements would be needed to unload the rail cars. However, this alternative would
increase the severity of 21 impacts identified for the Rail Spur Project, but would not change the
classification of any of these impacts (these are all Class II or Class III impacts). Most of these
impacts would be related to construction activities. The loop track configuration would require a
larger area of disturbance and more cut and fill, which increases the severity of some of the
construction impacts. The loop track configuration would require a change in topography of the
site that would increase the severity of the visual impacts. From an environmental standpoint, the
slight reduction in air emission at the SMR would be offset by the increase in severity of a large
number of construction related impacts, and increased visual impacts. This would be the case
whether the County is preempted from applying mitigation on the mainline rail and locomotives.
The Loop Configuration Alternative would meet most of the basic objective of the Rail Spur
Project and would allow for delivery of the same about of crude oil to the refinery as the
proposed project.

Phillips SMR Rail Project
Public Draft EIR

ES-16

October 2014

Comment Letter B6
Executive Summary

Reduce Train Deliveries
All of the construction impacts would be the same as the Rail Spur Project. A reduction in crude
oil deliveries to the SMR would affect some of the operational impacts associated with air
quality, hazards and hazardous material, and to some degree noise. Operational impacts in all the
other issue areas would remain essentially the same as the Rail Spur Project. This alternative
would not result in any new impacts not identified as part of the Rail Spur Project.
If the County is preempted from applying mitigation to the mainline rail and locomotive, the
public safety risk would be reduced since the probability of an oil release would be less due to
fewer annual trains. Annual air, toxic and GHG emissions would be less due to fewer annual
trains, but the peak day emissions would remain the same. It would also offer some advantage in
term of 30-year cancer risk in the vicinity of the SMR and along the mainline routes since there
would be less annual exposure to toxic air emissions due to fewer trains.
If the County is not preempted, the reduced rail delivery alternative would offer no advantage
over the Rail Spur Project in terms of air and GHG emissions since these emissions could be
fully mitigated. However, the reduced rail delivery alternative would offer some very minor
advantages over the Rail Spur Project in terms of hazards, noise, and health risk. It would reduce
the likelihood of a train accident due to less annual train miles, reduce the exposure of sensitive
receptors to train unloading noise, and reduce localized air toxic emissions. The advantage in
terms of 30-year cancer risk would be due to the reduction in localized air toxic emissions. It is
unlikely that all the DPM emission reduction credits, which is a mitigation measure, would occur
in the localized area of the SMR and mainline tracks.
All of these slight reductions would result since fewer trains would be delivered to the SMR.
Therefore, even if the County is not preempted, the reduced rail delivery alternative would offer
a very slight environmental advantage over the Rail Spur Project.
G.

Vertical Coastal Access

As a condition of approval of the Phillips 66 Throughput Increase Project (approved by the
County Board of Supervisors in February 2013), Phillips 66 was required to provide a vertical
public right of coastal access at the SMR Site. The permit conditions require Phillips 66 to
construct vertical public access from State Route 1 to their western property line to comply with
the coastal access provisions of the County’s Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance (CZLUO).
The condition of approval for the Throughput Increase Project requires that the coastal
accessway be developed within 10 years of permit issuance or at the time of any subsequent use
permit approval at the project site, whichever occurs first. Therefore, if the Rail Spur Project is
approved (presumably in less than 10 years), the Throughput coastal accessway requirement
would have to be met at that time to be consistent with the County’s conditions.
The County’s condition of approval on the Throughput Project requires that the access be
consistent with the standards of Section 23.04.420 of the Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance,
including provisions that a vertical right of access be provided for each mile of coastal frontage,
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unless that access would be inconsistent with public safety, military security needs or the
protection of fragile coastal resources.
The vertical coastal access analysis will be used by the County to assist in determining whether
coastal access is appropriate for the SMR site consistent with the standards of Section 23.04.420
of the Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance. If the County determines that coastal access at this
location is appropriate, then Phillips 66 and the County could use the information in this EIR to
assist in developing a final design for the coastal access (if substantial improvements would be
required); or could rely on the information in this EIR to develop a coastal accessway (if only
minor improvements are required).
If the County finds that coastal access for this location is consistent with the requirements of
Section 23.04.420 of the Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance, but substantial improvements are
required to provide a higher intensity of access, then additional environmental review and an
appropriate environmental determination may be required prior to final approval. An additional
Coastal Development Permit would also be required based on the location of coastal access and
resources found in the vicinity of the identified alignment.
Chapter 9 of this EIR contains a programmatic assessment the potential environmental impacts
of various coastal access options for the SMR site. The information in the chapter is summarized
below.
G.1

Vertical Coastal Access Project Description

The coastal access would be located in the southwestern corner of San Luis Obispo County,
approximately one mile southwest of State Route 1, and approximately 3.5 miles west of the
community of Nipomo, in the South County Coastal planning area.
The recently approved Throughput Increase Project at the SMR included a site-specific
Conditions of Approval (COA) that required that the coastal access “be located within or
immediately adjacent to the existing maintenance road”. This access route alignment would
follow an existing refinery truck entrance road from State Route 1 to a service road that is used
by Phillips 66 to maintain an outfall pipeline. This is a practical alignment in that it follows the
dune contours to provide a relatively gently sloping route, generally avoiding the steep unstable
dune faces and the low-lying surface water features (e.g., Jack Lake, Lettuce Lake) and wetlands
(dune slacks) throughout the area. This alignment would be approximately 2 miles in length from
State Route 1 to the western SMR property line shared with the Oceano Dunes State Vehicle
Recreation Area (ODSVRA). The location of the existing refinery service road is shown in
Figure ES-4.
At the outlet of the route alignment across the SMR property, the public users would reach the
ODSVRA, and would be approximately 1.5 miles from the ocean. It is assumed that users would
continue to follow the existing service road to the beach and not short-cut through the vegetated
dune areas and the large dune wetland area immediately west of the SMR property. The location
and design of the access across ODSVRA would ultimately have to be determined by the
California Department of Parks and Recreation.

Phillips SMR Rail Project
Public Draft EIR

ES-18

October 2014

Comment Letter B6
Executive Summary

No formal design for coastal access has been developed by Phillips 66 or the County. As such,
the EIR had to develop conceptual designs for various coastal access options that have been used
to assess the range of environmental impacts that could occur with development of coastal access
at the SMR. If and when a final design is developed for a coastal access additional environmental
review may be required depending upon the type of access, and the extent of improvements that
would be required. Three possible options for use of this service road and the adjacent area were
identified, which included the following:
x
x
x

Motor Vehicle, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Access,
Bicycle and Pedestrian Access, and
Docent Led Access for Pedestrians Only.

These three options were chosen since they represent the full range of intensity for the coastal
access.
Figure ES-4

Coastal Access Route at the SMR Property

Source: Adapted from Arcadis 2013
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G.2

Summary of Vertical Coastal Access Assessment

The impacts identified in the coastal access assessment were based upon very limited conceptual
designs, and therefore, represent potential impacts that could occur. The severity and
significance of these impacts could change once detailed designs for each of the options were
developed. However, the impact assessment can be used to gauge the type and possible extent of
the impacts could occur with each of the coastal access options. A summary of the impacts for
each of the options is provided below.
Motor Vehicle, Bicycle/Pedestrian Access
The motor vehicle coastal access would provide the highest intensity of public use, but would
also have the greatest level of impacts on the environment. Construction of the motor vehicle
access road could result in significant biological impact to sensitive plant species including the
Nipomo Mesa lupine, sensitive terrestrial and semi-aquatic wildlife species, and wetlands.
Impacts to sensitive biological and cultural resources could also occur from users straying from
the designated path into sensitive areas.
This option would likely require the construction of a separated-grade crossing of the Union
Pacific railroad tracks. The most likely type of separated-grade crossing would be a vehicle
overpass, which would likely have significant visual impacts since it would be a large structure
that would be visible from the beach.
The motor vehicle coastal access would also have the greatest level of traffic impacts. It has been
estimated that 3,579 peak daily vehicles would possible use this coastal access road. To handle
this level of traffic a signal would likely have to be installed at the intersection of State Route 1
and the SMR. In addition, other improvements may have to be made to State Route 1 such as
turnout lanes.
Opening up a new access point for motor vehicles at the SMR has the potential to increase the
level of PM10 emissions from sand at the southern end of the ODSVRA. While the overall
baseline level of PM10 emissions would not be expected to increase, there could be an increase in
the localized impacts in the area of the SMR. This might possibly be mitigated with the
implementation of the Particulate Matter Reduction Plan (PMRP) that the State is currently
preparing for the ODSVRA.
Bicycle/Pedestrian Access
The bicycle/pedestrian coastal access option would have the second lowest level of impacts on
the environment. While the construction impacts of this option would be similar to the motor
vehicle option, the intensity of public use would be substantially less. Construction of the
bicycle/pedestrian access path could result in significant biological impact to sensitive plant
species including the Nipomo Mesa lupine, sensitive terrestrial and semi-aquatic wildlife species,
and wetlands. Impacts to sensitive biological and cultural resources could also occur from users
straying from the designated path into sensitive areas.
If a new parking lot would have to be built, there could be impacts to Nipomo Mesa lupine,
which would be a significant biological impact. This option would likely require the construction

Phillips SMR Rail Project
Public Draft EIR

ES-20

October 2014

Comment Letter B6
Executive Summary

of a separated-grade crossing of the Union Pacific railroad tracks. The most likely type of
separated-grade crossing would be an elevated walkway.
Docent-Led Access
The docent-led coastal access option would have the lowest level of impacts on the environment.
Minimal construction would be needed to implement this option. This option would have the
lowest intensity of public use and access to the coastal trail would be supervised. However, this
option would provide limited public access. If a new parking lot would have to be built, there
could be impacts to Nipomo Mesa lupine, which would be a significant biological impact. It is
also uncertain if a grade-separated crossing of the Union Pacific railroad tracks would be needed
for this level of access. If the California Public Utilities Commission (CUPC) considers the
docent-led access to be a public crossing, then it is possible that a grade-separated crossing could
be required. This would increase some of the construction impacts associated with this option.
G.3

Key Issues Associated with the Vertical Coastal Access Project

Two key issues were identified for the Vertical Coastal Access Project. Each of these is
discussed below.
Public Safety
The coastal access route evaluated in this assessment would pass within about 900 feet of the
active refinery operations, and would parallel or use one of the two main access roads to the
SMR. Opening up a public access route in close proximity to an active refinery presents a
number of public safety issues. In the event of an incident at the SMR members of the public
would be at greater risk of being injured or killed. There is also the potential for interference with
emergency response activities at the refinery in the event of an incident.
While these types of incidents at the SMR are extremely unlikely, typically it is prudent to
maintain an adequate buffer between the active refinery operations and the general public. To
avoid these public safety issues a quantitative risk assessment (QRA) should be conducted to
determine the minimum distance from the SMR operations the coastal access route should be
located.
Relationship to Ongoing ODSVRA Evaluations
Construction of the coastal access across the SMR property would be for access to the
ODSVRA. This would be particularly true for the motor vehicle access. The question of the best
manner and location for access and staging for ODSVRA has not been completely resolved. It is
a complicated question, and one that is informed by a long and involved permitting history. The
question of access and staging for the ODSVRA may be resolved in the relatively near future
(including in relation to an upcoming Habitat Conservation Plan for ODSVRA, ongoing
Californian Coastal Commission (CCC) condition compliance and review efforts pursuant to
CSPR CDP 4-82-300, and State Parks’ current CDP application associated with dust control)
(CCC 2013).
Conditions included in CDPR’s CDP issued by the CCC (CDP 4-82-300, as amended) for
ODSVRA operations require CDPR to determine a permanent access and staging location for
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OHV activities that is the least environmentally damaging alternative and that incorporates all
feasible mitigation measures. As a result, a number of studies have been conducted to examine
potential alternative access routes into the ODSVRA. These studies have included a 1991
Environmental Impact Report for the ODSRVA Access Corridor Project, and a 2006 Alternative
Access Study Oceano Dunes State Vehicle Recreation Area. Until the CDPR resolves the long
standing issues associated with access and staging for the ODSVRA, the type of access for the
SMR site is uncertain.
H.

Known Areas of Controversy and Uncertainty

According to Section 15123 of the CEQA Guidelines, the EIR shall identify “areas of
controversy known to the Lead Agency including issues raised by agencies and the public.” A
number of areas of controversy and uncertainty were raised during the preparation of the EIR.
Each of these is briefly discussed below.
Assessment of Union Pacific Mainline Environmental Impacts
The operation of unit and manifest trains to and from the Rail Spur Project Site would be
performed by UPRR, on UPRR property, and on trains operated by UPRR employees. The
movements of those trains within San Luis Obispo County to and from the Project Site, while
described in this section of the EIR, may be preempted from local and state environmental
regulations by federal law under the Interstate Commerce Commission Termination Act of 1995.
While the potential impacts of those trains movements along the UPRR mainline within San Luis
Obispo County are described in appropriate chapters of this EIR, the County as CEQA Lead
Agency, and other state and local responsible agencies may be preempted from imposing
mitigation measures, conditions or regulations to reduce or mitigate potential impacts of UPRR
train movements on the mainline.
By contrast, all activities performed within the Rail Spur Project Site are not preempted by
federal law since they would not occur on UPRR property and would not be operated by UPRR
employees. The impacts of the activities that occur on the Rail Spur Project Site are described
and evaluated in respective chapters of this EIR, and the County as CEQA Lead Agency, and
other state and local responsible agencies have the authority to impose mitigation measures,
conditions or regulations to reduce or mitigate potential impacts within the Rail Spur Project
Site.
Train Unloading Sequence and Time
There is some uncertainty in the estimated time that each of the train unloading steps would
require at the SMR. The EIR preparers worked with Phillips 66 to develop a detailed breakdown
of the unloading operations that looked at how the locomotive would move while at the SMR
and how long each operation would take. The results of this analysis are presented in Chapter 2
of the EIR. Changes in this unloading sequence or associated times could affect the noise and air
quality impacts. If the times were shorter than the impact levels could decrease. If time are
longer than the impacts could increase. What has been analyzed in the EIR is a reasonable worst
case in term of train speeds, uncoupling times and tanker car unloading times. Given the
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uncertainty, noise mitigation has been proposed that would limit the amount of time locomotives
could operate at night east of the unlading rack.
Fugitive Dust Emissions
Exeededences of fugitive dust standards has been an issue on the Nipomo Mesa. A study
performed by the SLOCAPCD, the South County Phase 2 Particulate Study, evaluated whether
impacts from off-road vehicle activities at the ODSVRA, the Phillips 66 Refinery coke piles, and
adjacent agricultural fields were contributing to the particulate problems on the Nipomo Mesa.
The ODSVRA is upwind of the Nipomo Mesa; the study data includes the ODSVRA in the area
that is the major source of particulates on the Nipomo Mesa. The study indicates that off-road
vehicle activity on the dunes is known to cause de-vegetation, destabilization of dune structure,
and destruction of the natural crust on the dune surface. All of these increase the ability of winds
to entrain sand particles from the dunes and carry them to the Nipomo Mesa, representing an
indirect emissions impact from the off-road vehicles. The study concluded that off-road vehicle
activity is the primary cause of the high PM levels measured on the Nipomo Mesa during
episode days.
Impacts of the Rail Spur Project on fugitive dust emissions are discussed in Section 4.3, Air
Quality and Greenhouse Gases. The Rail Spur Project would generate about 1.32 lbs per day of
fugitive dust emissions (PM10). This is well below the SLOCAPCD threshold of 25 pound per
day.
Relationship between the Recently Approved SMR Throughput Project and the Rail Spur
Project
A number of people have raised the issue that the Rail Spur Project is directly related to the
recently approved SMR Throughput Increase Project, and should have been evaluated in the
same CEQA document.
The Rail Spur Project would not affect the amount (throughput volume) of material processed at
the refinery. Throughput levels at the refinery are capped by the County of San Luis Obispo and
by the SLOCAPCD. The ability of the SMR to operate at the maximum approved throughput
level is based on the existing infrastructure and is not dependent on, or related to, the Rail Spur
Project. However, if and when local crude oil production (the current major source of oil for the
SMR) declines, the Rail Spur Project, if approved, would allow the SMR to maintain operating
up to its permitted throughput levels.
The land use application for the SMR Throughput Project was submitted in 2008 and the Final
EIR for the Throughput Project was certified by the County Board of Supervisors in March of
2013, which was approximately two months before the application for the Rail Spur Project was
submitted to the County. Therefore, evaluation of these projects separately would not be
considered “piece-mealing” under CEQA.
Federal and State Regulations on Crude Oil by Rail
Traditionally, pipelines and oceangoing tankers have delivered the vast majority of crude to U.S.
refineries, accounting for approximately 93% of total receipts (in barrels) in 2012. Although
other modes of transportation—rail, barge, and truck—have accounted for a relatively minor
portion of crude oil shipments, volumes have been rising very rapidly. The volume of crude oil
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carried by rail increased 423% between 2011 and 2012 (Congressional Research Service 2014).
This increase in crude oil transportation by rail has resulted in a number of recent crude oil train
derailments and release. As of a result of these incidents, the Federal Government and the State
of California have begun taking action to improve crude by rail safety.
The movement of crude on the mainline rail within the United States is regulated by the Federal
Railroad Administration (FRA) and the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration
(PHMSA), which are both part of DOT.
On July 23, 2014 the DOT issued a notice of proposed rulemaking covering enhanced tank car
standards and operational controls for high-hazard flammable trains, which include crude oil
trains. As part of the proposed DOT rulemaking, the PHMSA, in coordination with the FRA, is
proposing: (1) new operational requirements for certain trains transporting a large volume of
Class 3 flammable liquids 1; (2) improvements in tank car standards; and (3) revision of the
general requirements for offerors to ensure proper classification and characterization of mined
gases and liquids. These proposed requirements are designed to lessen the frequency and
consequences of train accidents/incidents (train accidents) involving certain trains transporting a
large volume of flammable liquids.
In July of 2014 the DOT issued an advanced notice of proposed rulemaking covering oil spill
response plans for high-hazard flammable trains. The advanced notice of proposed rulemaking
would set a lower threshold for when a comprehensive Oil Spill Response Plan (OSRP) is
required for crude oil trains. Some of the thresholds that are suggested in the notice are
1,000,000 gallons or more per train (approximately 35 car loads), 20 or more car loads, or 42,000
gallons per train. The notice also discusses the possibility conducting training, drills, and
equipment testing, and placing oil spill response equipment along rail road tracks.
This advanced notice of proposed rulemaking is currently out for a 90-day comment period. It is
expected that the DOT will eventually issue a notice of proposed rulemaking and adopt some
final regulation regarding oil spill response plans for high-hazard flammable trains.
In 2014, Governor Brown expanded California’s oil spill prevention and response program to
cover all statewide surface waters at risk of oil spills. This expansion provided funding for
industry preparedness, spill response, and continued coordination with local, state and federal
government along with industry and non-governmental organizations. Senate Bill 861 authorized
the Office of Spill Prevention and Response (OSPR) with the statewide expansion and regulatory
oversight. The changes would apply to railroads, pipelines, and oil well/production facilities.
These facilities will be required to have oil spill contingency plans. The legislation also requires
announced and unannounced drills to test response and cleanup operations, equipment,
contingency plans, and procedures. All elements of the plan must be excised at least one very
three years. Operators of covered facilities must be able to demonstrate financial resources to pay
for spill response and damages based upon a reasonable worst case spill volume.

1

A flammable liquid having a flash point of not more than 141oF, or any material in a liquid phase with a flash point
at or above 100oF, and would include crude oil.
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The regulation requires a six and one-half cent per barrel tax on crude oil and petroleum products
received at refineries or marine terminals within California to cover the cost of the expanded oil
spill response program.
The final outcome of the Federal regulations and the implementation timing for SB 861 were
unknown at the time of the writing of this Draft EIR. Full implementation of the final Federal
regulations and SB 861 could affect the analysis and conclusions in this Draft EIR.
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2.0

Project Description

Phillips 66 Company (Phillips 66) proposes to modify the existing rail spur currently on the
southwest side of the Santa Maria Refinery (SMR) located in unincorporated San Luis Obispo
County California (see Figure 2-1). Modifications to the rail spur are being proposed to allow
Phillips 66 to receive crude oil at the refinery via train. The project would include an eastward
extension of the existing rail spur as well as a railcar unloading facility. Trains would deliver
crude oil to the SMR for refining. The unloaded crude oil would be transferred from the new
unloading facility to existing crude-oil storage tanks via a new on-site above-ground pipeline. No
crude oil would be shipped out of the refinery as part of this project except for any off-spec
crude 1 that is delivered by rail. No Bakken crude would be delivered to the SMR as part of the
project.
The proposed tracks and unloading facilities would be designed to accommodate unit trains and
manifest trains. Unit trains consist of approximately 80 tank cars and associated locomotives and
other supporting cars that stay together as one assembly. Manifest trains may have a variety of
car types and cargos and are not fully dedicated to a single cargo as are unit trains. Manifest
trains may deliver one or more cars to the refinery and then continue to other destinations to
deliver other cargo.
2.1

SMR Rail Project Purpose and Objectives

Pursuant to Section 15124(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, the description of the proposed project is
to contain “a clearly written statement of objectives” that would aid the lead agency in
developing a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR, would aid decision makers
in preparing findings and, if necessary, a statement of overriding considerations.
The objectives of the project as defined by the Applicant are the following:
x
x
x

Allow the refinery to obtain a range of competitively priced crude oil by providing the
capability to obtain raw material from North American sources that are served by rail.
Extend the existing rail spur within the refinery and install the necessary infrastructure to
safely and efficiently transfer crude oil from rail cars to the existing refinery storage tanks for
processing.
Avoid and minimize environmental and community impacts, and mitigate any unavoidable
impacts to the maximum extent feasible.

1

Off-spec crude would be crude that does not meet the agreed upon specification between P66 and the producer.
Typically off-spec crude has higher amounts of water than allowed by the refinery. It is not expected that much offspec crude would be delivered to the refinery, and would likely be limited to one or two tank cars per year.
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Figure 2-1

Santa Maria Refinery Location

Note: While the UPRR tracks pass through the refinery property, Phillips 66 does not own the railroad right-of-way. This property is owned by UPRR.
Source: MRS.
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x
x
x

Develop a project that is consistent with the objectives of the San Luis Obispo County
General Plan and Local Coastal Program.
Design, construct, and operate a project that complies with all local, state, and federal
regulatory requirements.
Maximize the use of existing infrastructure and resources to support the economic vitality of
the County and State.

2.2

Refinery Site Background

The SMR was built on the Arroyo Grande mesa in southern San Luis Obispo County (SLOC) in
1955 (see Figure 2-1). The facility is surrounded by industrial, recreational, agricultural,
residential land, and open space (see Table 2.1). The SMR operates 24 hours per day and 365
days per year, except when shut down for maintenance.
Table 2.1

General Project Site Information

Item

Description

Assessor parcel numbers

091-141-062, 092-391-021, 034, 092-401-005, 011, 013, 092-411002, 005

Supervisorial district #

4

Planning area

South County Coastal

Land use category

IND - Industrial

Combining
designation(s)

Flood Hazard Area
Coastal Appealable Zone

Existing uses

Phillips 66 Company Santa Maria Refinery

Topography

Generally flat, coastal dunes

Vegetation

Coastal, dune vegetation

Parcel size

2.5 square miles (~1,644 acres)
Surrounding Land Use Categories and Uses

North

Industrial and Residential Suburban (IND and RS).
Mobile home storage and residential uses.

East

Industrial, Agricultural, and Recreation (IND, AG, and REC).
Vacant, farming, residential, and golf course.

South

Agricultural (AG). Farming.

West

Open Space and Recreational (OS and REC).
Sensitive resource area and dune recreation.

Source: SLOC 2010

The SMR was previously owned by several companies, including Union Oil Company of
California, Tosco, Phillips Petroleum, and ConocoPhillips. Since 1955, the land use has been
petroleum oil refining.
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The SMR and the Rodeo Refinery (located in the San Francisco Bay area), are linked by a 200mile pipeline and comprise the San Francisco Refinery (see Figure 2-2). The SMR is designed to
process heavy, high-sulfur crude oil. The refinery is not designed to process large quantities of
light crude oil.
Figure 2-2

Facility Location and Pipeline Route to Rodeo Refinery

Source: MRS
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Semi-refined liquid products from the SMR are sent by pipeline to the Rodeo Refinery for
upgrading into finished petroleum products. The semi-refined products that are shipped via
pipeline to the Rodeo Refinery include naphtha and gas oils 2. Products leaving the SMR are: (1)
semi-refined petroleum by pipeline; (2) solid petroleum coke by rail or haul truck; and (3) solid
recovered sulfur by haul truck.
2.3

Proposed SMR Rail Project

Phillips 66 proposes to extend the existing rail spur on from the southwest side of the refinery
extending east to add an unloading facility, on-site pipelines, and replacement coke rail loading
tracks (see Figure 2-3). Additionally, an existing agricultural road would be improved as an
unpaved eastern Emergency Vehicle Access route between the eastern end of the rail spur and
State Route 1. The tracks and unloading facilities would be designed to accommodate trains of
approximately 80 tank cars and associated locomotives in unit trains or manifest train
configurations. These trains would deliver crude oil to the facility for processing. The unloaded
material would be transferred to the existing storage tanks via a new pipeline that would be
constructed across the existing coke storage area and along an existing internal refinery road.
The project would occur entirely within the existing Phillips 66 boundary.
The project would also include work within the existing refinery connecting and upgrading
existing infrastructure. This includes adding a new electricity cable to an existing pipeway and
adding a new fire water pipeline to an existing pipe rack. The rails on the existing rail spur would
also be replaced.
The new rail spur lines would extend from the terminus of the current spur. The unloading
facility would be located at the end of the existing coke storage area and along an existing
internal refinery road.
The construction areas are summarized below and shown on Figure 2-3:
x
x
x
x

6,915 feet – Length of spur extension (including approximately 2,445 feet within the existing
industrial coke plant area);
270 feet – Maximum width of construction area for rail extension;
2,325 feet – Length of the new pipeline route from the unloading facility to the internal
refinery (an additional 2,800 feet would be constructed within the existing refinery
connecting to the existing storage tanks and existing steam boilers); and
2,400 feet - Length of new steam pipelines from the unloading facility east between Tracks 1
and 2.

2

Naphtha is a mixture of hydrocarbon molecules generally having between 5 and 12 carbon atoms. Gas oils are a
mixture of hydrocarbons molecules that generally have between 13 and 25 carbon atoms. Both of these are
intermediate products that are typically used at refineries to produce gasoline and other transportation fuels.
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Figure 2-3

Proposed Project Areas

Notes: Yellow line the boundary of the SMR property.
While the UPRR tracks pass through the refinery property, Phillips 66 does not own the railroad right-of-way. This property is owned by UPRR.
Source: Arcadis 2013.
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The maximum width of the temporary construction area for pipeline installation would be 25
feet. The construction and permanent facilities would affect the acreages shown in Table 2.2.
Acreage breakdown (temporary + permanent) are summarized below:
x
x
x

41.6 acres – Rail Spur and Unloading Facility (25.3 acres permanent),
3.8 acres – New Pipeline (1.8 acres permanent), and
1.6 acres – Secondary Emergency Vehicle Access (1.6 acres permanent).

Collectively, the entire project, including temporary and permanent impacts, would affect
approximately 47 acres. Of this area, 19.5 acres would occur within the existing refinery and
coke area, and 27.5 acres would occur in undeveloped areas outside the refinery and coke
facilities.
Detailed maps showing temporary and permanent areas of disturbance are provided in Appendix
A (see pages A-9 through A-11).
Table 2.2

Proposed Project Impacted Areas
Area

Rail Spur Within Currently Undisturbed Areas Outside of The
Refinery and Coke Facilities
Pipeline Route Within Currently Undisturbed Portions of the
Coke Area
Rail Spur and Unloading Area Within Currently Disturbed
Portions of the Coke Area
Pipeline Portion Within Currently Undisturbed Areas of the
Refinery
Pipeline Portion Within Currently Disturbed Areas of the
Refinery
Secondary Emergency Vehicle Accessb

Construction
Disturbed Area
(acres)a
25.9

Permanent
Disturbed Area
(acres)
16.7

0.6

0.4

15.7

8.6

1.1

0.8

2.1

0.6

1.6

1.6

Total Area Currently Undisturbed
28.3
18.6
Total Area Currently Disturbed
18.7
10.1
Total Area
47.0
28.7
a. Acreages include both temporary and permanent disturbance areas.
b. Existing dirt road disturbed area is 0.9 acres. Improved road disturbance area would be 1.6 acres. New
disturbance for access road would be 0.7 acres.
Source: Applicant drawing 5632-SK-A-200A-C dated 8/8/2013. See Appendix A pages A-9 through A-11.

Currently undisturbed areas, temporarily affected during construction, would be returned to preproject conditions following completion of construction. The construction grading would create
approximately 139,775 cubic yards of cut and 113,675 cubic yards of fill. Note that the final
volumes may differ based on final engineering design plans.
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The proposed project would consist of the following components:
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

Rail Spur Modifications,
Mainline Turnout,
Unloading Facility,
Unloading System,
Fire Protection and Safety System,
Pipelines
Access Roads,
Secondary Emergency Vehicle Access,
Security Fence,
Spill Containment and Response Facilities, and
Support Buildings.

Each of these is described below.
2.3.1

Rail Spur Modifications

The unloading facility would be designed around “train slots” (a track that can contain an entire
unit train). Union Pacific bases the number of slots on the number of trains arriving per day
and/or the yearly tonnage, and the ‘dwell period’ (the hours that the train would be at the
facility.) Phillips 66 would unload up to five trains per week. Phillips 66 estimates that a
complete 80-car train would be unloaded within 10 to 12 hours, including time for positioning
and preparing the train for departure. The proposed two-slot facility (Tracks 1/2 and Track 3)
would allow adequate capacity unloading.
Modification of the existing rail spur would include constructing five parallel tracks, each long
enough to hold an entire train (as the tracks extend east, some rail tracks would merge). In
addition, two new coke rail loading tracks (Coke Track 1 [CT1] and Coke Track 2 [CT2]) would
be installed north of the new crude oil unloading tracks to allow for easier and shorter access to
the coke storage area. Additionally, the two existing coke rail storage tracks (Track 765 and the
end of Track 764), south of the crude oil unloading tracks, would have new rails installed and
would no longer be used for loading coke, but would be used as part of the rail unloading
facilities as described below. A line diagram of the rail tracks at the SMR is shown in Figure 2-4.
The existing rail spur (Track 764) on the southern portion of the property will have its track
replaced. Track 764 currently provides rail access to the coke storage area (end of Track 764 and
Track 765) and would provide a common entry point for the new tracks. Two tracks would
surround an unloading rack and then would come together to form a common track that extends
to the east of the loading area to allow for the entire train to be parked off of the mainline track
and unloaded. Three additional tracks would extend the full length of the rail spur and run
parallel to the unloading area.
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Figure 2-4

Proposed Rail Track Line Diagram

Diagram is not to scale.
Source: Developed by MRS from Union Pacific Rail Track Drawings. See Appendix A.
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The system has been designed to allow for up to two full trains to temporarily be on the Refinery
Site at one time in case a second train arrives while the first is still being unloaded.
The tail track would have a connection at the eastern end that would allow the locomotives to
return to the common entry and leave the facility, if required, and would also allow the
locomotive to return to the entry area and the loading rack area and switch the tank car strings
onto and off of the unloading rack. This “tail” track would be long enough to accommodate three
locomotives.
The track area within the refinery located between the mainline and the loading area is called the
“lead” track and this would be long enough for 10 tank cars and the switching locomotives. The
tracks associated with the rail spur project are summarized below.
x

x
x

x
x
x
x
x

x

The existing refinery spur track provides access
from the UPRR siding track to the refinery and the coke loading area, and can currently be
used to load coke onto rail cars. This existing track would be replaced as part of this project.
The coke cars shall be queued on this track prior to leaving full. This track would only be
used for queuing and moving rail cars into and out of the SMR.
Existing Refinery Spur Track (Track 764) –

Track 1 (Rail Car Unloading Track) –

This unloading track would run next to the
unloading rack to allow for rail car unloading and merges with Track 2 after the unloading
rack. The unloading rack on Track 1 is designed to unload 10 rail cars at a time.

Track 2 (Rail Car Unloading Track) – This is a second unloading track that runs next to the

unloading rack (on the opposite, south side as Track 1) to allow for rail car unloading and
runs the entire length of the rail spur. This track is designed to handle the full length of a unit
train and is also designed to unload 10 rail cars at a time.

Track 3 (Full Car Holding Track) – This track runs the entire length of the spur and would
receive a full unit train should Tracks 1 and 2 be occupied by unloading trains.

Track 4 (Runaround Track) – This track runs the entire length of the spur and would allow
locomotives to return to the front of the facility after dropping off an 80-car train on Tracks 1
or 2. This track would be empty most of the time.

Track 5 (Empty Car Holding Track) – This track would run the entire length of the spur and
would be used for queuing up empty cars after the unloading process is complete;

Tail Track – This is a short section of track located at the far eastern end that would allow
locomotives to switch between Tracks 2, 3, and 4, and move from the front to the back of the
rail cars.

Coke Tracks (CT1 and CT2) –

Two new coke tracks would be installed to service rail
loading of coke from the coke area. The new coke tracks are needed since the proposed rail
tracks for the crude oil unloading would be placed between the coke piles and the existing
coke rail track. By moving the coke rail tracks to the north side of the proposed crude
unloading tracks, the front end loader, which is used to load coke into rail cars, would not
have to cross the proposed new tracks.

Refinery Spur Track (Track 765) – Track 765 shall be repurposed as a “Bad Order” Track.

This existing refinery spur track provides storage for crude railcars that cannot be unloaded
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and for rail cars requiring inspection and/or repair before continued use, as needed. The rails
on this existing track would be replaced as part of this project.
Detailed track diagrams are included in Appendix A (pages A-1 through A-5).
2.3.2

Mainline Turnout (Siding)

Unit train service would not require substantial changes to the turnout from the Union Pacific
mainline running north-south adjacent to the refinery since this track is adequately built for the
anticipated weight. The turnout guides north- and southbound trains off the mainline onto the
siding and then into the refineries rail spur. Trains going south can move directly onto the siding
and into the refinery rail spur. Trains coming north must pass the mainline siding and then back
onto the mainline siding for access to the refinery rail spur.
Union Pacific may require a small change in the angle of the turnout; however, if required, the
construction of the new turnout would be a minor change from the current configuration and the
construction would occur entirely within the existing disturbed track area on UPRR right-of-way.
Because other trains continually pass through the Arroyo Grande/Santa Maria area on the Union
Pacific mainline, the turnout must allow a unit train to clear the mainline without stopping.
2.3.3

Unloading Facility

The unloading facility would include an access platform and a system of pumps and meters,
suction lines from the railcars, carbon beds for vapor treatment, steam lines and steam
condensate vessel, and a common pipeline leading to the refinery’s existing tank farm. Figure 25 provides a simplified block flow diagram of the unloading facilities. Figure 2-6 provides a plot
plan of the unloading facility that shows the location of the major components (the carbon beds
would be located on the metering pad shown in Figure 2-6). Appendix A provides plan and
cross-section views of the proposed rail unloading facility (see pages A-6 through A-8).
The access platform would run parallel to the railcar unloading tracks, with an individual
gangway and safety cage at each rail car unloading station.
The access platform and tracks would be supported by reinforced concrete construction. This
area would provide structural support, spill containment (see Section 2.3.10 below), and a clear,
solid work surface for the operators.
Phillips 66 would unload up to five trains per week. Phillips 66 estimates that a complete 80-car
train would be unloaded within 10 to 12 hours, including time for positioning and preparing the
train for departure. The proposed two-slot facility (Tracks 1/2 and Track 32) would allow
adequate capacity unloading.
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Figure 2-6

Plot Plan of Rail Unloading Facility

Source: Phillips 66 updated drawing, 2014.

October 2014

2-13

Phillips SMR Rail Project
Public Draft EIR

Comment Letter B6
2.0 Project Description

2.3.4

Unloading System

The unloading facility would be equipped with two 10-car unloading systems allowing 20 rail
cars to be unloaded at one time. The unloading rack is configured to unload two 10-car strings
simultaneously (one 10-car string on Track 1 and one 10-car string on Track 2). The 600-footlong center platform would provide access to the tops of the railcars.
Each of the rail car unloading stations would consist of an unloading line and a positive
displacement pump (See Figure 2-5).
The system used to unload each car would consist of an adapter unit to connect the rail car to
couplings, hoses, valves and piping connecting to a 400 gallon-per-minute (gpm) positive
displacement pump.
The unloading system would be equipped with one air eliminator and associated carbon beds and
four flow meters. Upon exiting each of the unloading pumps the crude oil from each unloading
systems would be commingled into a common pipeline that would flow through the air
eliminator to remove any air and then to one of four flow meters specifically associated with
particular pumps. Upon exiting the flow meters the crude oil from the two unloading systems
would again be comingled and transported via a new pipeline to the existing refinery crude oil
storage tanks (see Figure 2-5).
The air eliminators would be used to remove vapors (mostly air) potentially mixed in with the
crude oil. Air is typically present at the beginning and end of unloading when crude oil levels
are low and the inlets to the unloading pumps are empty. Air removal reduces the potential for an
explosive atmosphere, protects the system’s flow meters and ensures accurate flow
measurement. This air/vapor flow from the air eliminators would be passed through two carbon
beds to remove any hydrocarbon vapors before the air is vented to the atmosphere (see Figure 25).
The carbon beds would be piped in series to provide primary removal and final polishing. These
carbon beds would be located onsite as part of the crude oil metering system. The filter medium
would be removed by a vendor and replaced with fresh medium as needed during operations.
In addition, a small volume ‘prover’ would be installed to allow frequent proving of flow meters.
A computer system would be used to control and monitor the unloading system’s pumps, air
compressors, meters and its interface with the refinery’s crude oil storage tank system. A new
4160V-480V power distribution center would run the pumps, ventilation system, lighting,
telephones, fire alarm and fire suppression systems. Power would be supplied initially from the
Carbon Plant and subsequently by extending a line from the main substation located on-site in
2015.
The unloading facility would also be equipped with steam lines that would allow the rail cars to
be heated prior to unloading. Phillips 66 would construct new infrastructure to utilize steam
already produced at SMR to heat cars that have been subject to unanticipated delays during
transit that has allowed the crude oil to cool. Phillips 66 has stated that the proposed use of the
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steam heating system would be used only once per year. The heating system would only be
needed if a unit train was held up in transit in an area of very cold weather for two or more days
and the crude cooled to a temperature below the required pour point.
The steam system would include new piping to convey steam to the rail cars and to return the
“used” steam to the refinery, the installation of a condensate collection system to recover the
water from further “used” steam, and piping to return the condensate back to the existing steam
boilers at the refinery. The condensate collection system would include a tank and a pump to
facilitate returning the condensate to the existing SMR boilers. All of the proposed infrastructure
would be located in areas already disturbed or proposed for disturbance as part of the project. No
new surface disturbance would be required for the installation of the steam system.
Phillips 66 would divert steam from the existing steam production system to the car heating
system once per year. Phillips 66 would need to purchase an offsetting amount of electricity from
PG&E during the time the steam is being used to heat the rail cars. No new steam generation
would be required for the heating of the rail cars. Phillips 66 would need to divert about 30,000
lbs/hr of steam from the existing boilers. This would require Phillip 66 to purchase an additional
5 MW/hr of electricity from PG&E when the steam is diverted for use to heat the rail cars.
Figure 2-7 shows a simplified schematic of the steam heating system.
Figure 2-7

Simplified Schematic of Steam Rail Car Heating System

Steam from Refinery
Steam Back to Refinery

Condensate
Vessel

Condensate
Back to Refinery

Rail Cars (80 cars)

Steam Coils on Tank Cars

Condensate
Pump

During the heating operation, rail cars would be placed on Tracks 1 and 2 and each of the 80 cars
would be connected to the steam line coming from the refinery. Each rail car would be equipped
heating coils (i.e., piping coils) located on the outside bottom half of the rail cars. The steam
would be travel from the inlet steam pipe to the heating coils on each tank car and then to the
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return steam line. The return steam line would pass through a condensate collection tank, where
any condensed steam (i.e., water) would be removed. The remaining steam would then travel via
pipeline back to the SMR boiler system. Any collected condensate would be pumped via pipeline
back to the SMR boiler system. The rail cars would be heated for about 21 hours and then the
normal unloading operations would begin. During the heating process, all of the locomotives
would be shutdown.
2.3.5

Fire Protection and Safety System

A new fire protection and safety system would be installed for the unloading rack, consisting of
fire detection equipment, safety showers, eyewash stations, hydrants, controls and piping. The
unloading rack would be equipped with a foam sprinkler deluge system and firewater monitors
with foam generators at the unloading rack periphery. The foam spray system would require a
foam concentrate storage tank. The system specifications are provided below.
x
x

Foam/Water Deluge System.

x

Divide under canopy area into 5 zones of 6,572 ft2 each.

x

Square footage under canopy: 32,860 ft2, 26.5 feet high.

x

Assume two adjacent zones would be activated in a fire.

x

Flow rate required =3 x 6,572 x 0.16 = 3,155 GPM.

x

Total fire water flow required = 4,155 GPM.

x

Design density = 0.16 GPM/ft2.

x

Provide additional flow of 2 x 500 GPM monitors = 1,000 GPM.

x

Activation of deluge valves via manual pull stations (valves) or pilot sprinkler line.

x
x
x

Pilot sprinkler line shall have fusible heads rated at 175oF.
Bladder tank for foam concentrate storage sized for two consecutive activations of two
adjacent zones.
Pressurizing of line downstream of deluge valve activates pressure switch for remote alarm
and pressurizes hydraulic valve that opens to allow foam concentrate flow to ratio
proportioner.
Assumed foam concentrate is 3% type.

Foam/Water Monitors would be self-educting nozzles with foam totes. The monitors shall be
mounted at grade a minimum of 50’ away from unloading cars.
Water Supply System would consist of the following:
x

Install approximately 1,200 feet of 8-inch pipe from the existing water line at the Coke
Control Room to the unloading rack area. The supply for this pipe comes from incorporating
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x
x
x

the existing 6-inch water line and another 6-inch pipe in the area. The two lines would come
together to supply the lower portion of the loop.
Install approximately 2,700 feet of 8 inch pipe from the existing 10” water line to the
unloading rack area. Provide 8-inch fire water loop around the unloading rack.
Provide two Fire Department Connections (FDC’s) with check valve between for boosting of
pressure in fire water loop at unloading rack (if necessary).
Two new lines would tie together for a short run to allow for re-pumping by refinery fire
truck pump into looped system around rack.

The project would also include a secondary Emergency Vehicle Access route from the eastern
end of the rail spur to State Route 1, which is discussed below in Section 2.3.8. A copy of the
Draft Fire Protection Plan prepared by the Applicant is provided in Appendix F.
2.3.6

Pipelines

Downstream of the two unloading facility meter assemblies, a new 24-inch above ground crude
oil pipeline would be routed along an existing internal dirt road on the Phillips 66 property
between the unloading facility and the refinery. This pipeline would connect with the existing
refinery crude oil storage tanks. The route for this crude oil pipeline is shown in Figure 2-3. This
dirt road accommodates periodic on-site traffic only associated with refinery personnel traveling
at low-speeds. The new crude oil pipeline would be approximately 3,525 feet in length. The
crude pipeline to the existing storage tanks would be equipped with electrical heat tracing that
would be used to keep the heated crude warm until the next train load of crude can be used to
push it into the existing storage tanks.
New steam and condensate pipelines would be installed from the existing SMR boilers to the
unloading rack. The steam lines would then run east from the unloading rack between Tracks 1
and 2. Two 6-inch above ground steam lines would be installed along with one 2-inch
condensate line. The route for these pipelines is shown in Figure 2-3, and would use the
alignment as the crude oil pipeline. The total length of the steam pipelines would be
approximately 6,300 feet. The total length of the condensate pipeline would be about 2,300 feet.
2.3.7

Access Roads

Paved access roads would be constructed around the unloading rack (1.7 acres). Crushed
miscellaneous base would be used around the rail spur for access by operations, safety, and
maintenance crews. The road surrounding the rail spur would be 24 feet in width along the
southern side of the spur and 12 feet in width along the northern side for a total of 4.6 acres.
Appropriately sized turn-around areas meeting County and CAL FIRE standards and a mid-way
track crossing are also included to maximize efficiency in the event of an emergency. Figure 2-3
shows the location of the access roads.
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2.3.8

Secondary Emergency Vehicle Access

An Emergency Vehicle Access route would be constructed from the eastern end of the rail spur
3,000 feet to State Route 1 following existing agricultural roads. Figure 2-3 shows the location of
the secondary emergency access road. Total area of the emergency access road would be 1.6
acres including 1 foot shoulders (with 0.6 acres currently an existing dirt roadway). The
secondary access road would be improved with crushed miscellaneous base (most likely
decomposed granite or comparable surfacing) to support emergency vehicles as prescribed by
CAL FIRE but would not be paved.
2.3.9

Security Fence and Lighting

As required by the U.S. Department of Homeland Security, an extension of the existing eightfoot in height chain link fencing topped with barbed wire would be required around the periphery
of the new tracks. The security fence would not extend east around the perimeter of the
secondary emergency access road. Additional lighting would also be required for the rail
unloading facility. LED flood lights would be mounted on standards. The security fence lighting
would be on standards that are 15-feet high and spaced 500 feet apart. The unloading facility
lighting would be on standards that are 25-feet high and spaced 150-feet apart. Each light would
have a rating of 13,138 lumens 3. The lights would be dark sky compliant and be downward
facing to minimize nighttime glare. The approximate location of the light poles is shown in
Figure 2-6. A lighting diagram for the unloading facility is provided in Appendix A (page A-20).
2.3.10

Spill Containment and Response Facilities

Trench drains would feed below-grade 16-inch-diameter drain lines routed to three parallel
20,000 gallon rectangular storage tanks (approximately 60,000 gallons total volume) located in
an open top vault for containment. The system would be sized to contain the contents of one rail
car as well as the foam and water that would be released from the fire suppression system. The
spill containment system is shown in Figure 2-6. Oil and water would be extracted from the spill
containment storage tanks with a vacuum truck, which would in turn dispose of the liquids at the
refinery oily water system, or offsite at a designated petroleum waste disposal facility.
Phillips 66 has a number of existing process safety policies and procedures that would apply to
the SMR rail project, including the equipment and operating procedures. These programs are
designed to prevent releases of hazardous materials, minimize risk, and ensure the refinery’s
ability to process crude without increasing risk of releases. For example, the Mechanical
Integrity Program covers equipment used to process, control, and store hazardous chemicals and
assigns responsibility for equipment inspection and testing as well as maintenance. This program
meets the requirements of CCR Title 8 Sec 5189, "Process Safety Management of Acutely
Hazardous Materials" (f), (j) and 29 CFR 1910.119, "Process Safety Management of Highly

3

Lumens is a measure of light output. For example a 75-watt incandescent bulb casts 1,190 lumens, and a 150-watt
incandescent bulb produces 2,880 lumens.
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Hazardous Chemicals" (j). These programs would be applicable to the operational aspects of this
proposed project. The refinery uses a Positive Material Identification (PMI) program to ensure
the integrity of all mechanical and pressurized systems. This program is overseen by the
refinery’s Inspection Supervisor.
Any new feedstock coming to the refinery undergoes a complete Management of Change (MOC)
analysis to ensure that all hazards, as well as the refinery’s systems are safe and operable. The
MOC program is part of the refinery’s Process Safety Management program and tracks
equipment modification, addition of new systems and process changes. MOC covers all changes
that involve specific chemicals at or above threshold limits as defined in California Code of
Regulation, Section 5189, Appendix A or flammable liquids or gasses as defined by California
Code of Regulations, Section 5194(c) including new construction, modifications, changes in
chemicals or materials, changes in feedstock, and changes in concentrations, temperatures,
pressures, or flow rates outside of established Safe Process Limits.
The refinery is also covered by the California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP) program,
which is designed to prevent accidental releases potentially harming the public and the
environment and to satisfy community right-to-know laws. Phillips 66 has prepared the required
Risk Management Plan (RMP) to analyze the potential for accidents and development of
operating procedures, training and maintenance requirements, compliance audits and incident
investigation. The refinery additionally has an approved Spill Prevention, Control and
Countermeasure Plan (SPCC).
2.3.11

Support Buildings

The unloading facility would include a small parking area and restroom facilities. Both men’s
and women’s restroom facilities would be served by potable water and a septic system for
wastewater disposal. Figure 2-6 shows the location of the support buildings. All septic system
components would be constructed in accordance with applicable State and County regulations
and State Regional Water Quality Control Board standards.
2.4

Construction Activities

Construction would require contractor mobilization, construction site preparation, establishment
of a staging and equipment laydown area (within existing refinery disturbed areas), clearing and
grading, removal of the existing rail turnout, laying new track, and assembling the unloading
facility and pipeline. The last stage of construction would include demobilization, soil
stabilization, restoring vegetation, and removal and disposal of construction wastes (e.g.,
demolition materials, packaging, and other solid waste).
After contractor mobilization, the site would be prepared, the limits of disturbance would be
clearly marked, and initial clearing and grubbing would occur within the construction area. The
site would be graded and any remaining soil would be used for the emergency access road,
revegetation, or other access road work in the project area.
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If specified by Union Pacific, the existing rail turnout would be modified to accommodate the
planned unit trains, including demolition/removal of approximately 1,300 feet of existing track
and placement of a new turnout track and signal, if needed. This work would occur within the
existing track corridor and would not require impacts outside the existing disturbed area.
The primary facilities, including the rail extension, unloading station and pipeline, would be
constructed by Phillips 66 construction contractors. The number of construction workers would
peak at approximately 150 4 during the construction of the pipeline, rail, and unloading area.
Trucks would import construction materials and components (e.g., track segments, pipe), which
would be stored on site in a laydown area. If feasible, some materials may be imported by rail,
but this impact analysis considers a ‘worst-case’ scenario that the construction materials need to
be delivered by truck. Track construction would include grading, soil compaction and
stabilization, placement of sub-ballast and installation of rail, ties and ballast. Track ballast is
used to form the rail track bed to allow drainage and to bear the weight of the rail cars. Delivery
of construction materials would avoid peak traffic hours.
The unloading facility and system would be assembled adjacent to the completed tracks with
connections to the refinery crude oil storage tanks, stormwater collection system, firewater
system, and steam system.
2.4.1

Construction Schedule

The overall construction is anticipated to occur over a period of 9 – 10 months. In some cases,
portions of the individual tasks below would occur concurrently. The anticipated construction
schedule is listed below and is based on a hypothetical approval date in spring 2015:
x
x

Demolition – July 2015 (1 month)

x

Grading – September – November 2015 (4 months)

x

Construction of Rail – Mid November 2015 – Mid December 2015 (1 month)

x

Construction Unloading Area – December 2015 – March 2016 (4 months)

x

Turnout track replacement (if needed) – July 2015 (1 month)

x

Soil Transport – September –August - November 2015 (4 months)

x

Construction of Pipeline - December 2015 – March 2016 (4 months)

Commissioning/Turnover – April - May 2016 (2 months)

4

The number of construction workers would vary depending on the construction activity and number of
construction equipment required. Details on construction workers are provided in Appendix A (page A-21-22).
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2.4.2

Construction Equipment

Construction equipment proposed for the construction of the facilities is listed in Table 2.3
below.
Table 2.3

Construction Equipment

Phase Name
Demolition

Turnout Track
Replacement
Grading

Soil Transport

Construction of Rail

Construction of
Pipeline

Construction of
Unloading Area

Equipment Type
Dump Truck
Bulldozer
Backhoe with Chipper
Water Truck
Bulldozer
Tractor
Excavator
Grader
Dump Truck
Bulldozer
Scraper
Water Truck
Dump Truck
Bulldozer
Water Truck
Pile Driver
Flatbed Truck
Concrete Truck
Water Truck
Dump Truck
Paver
Compactor
Bulldozer
Backhoe
Cranes
Flatbed Truck
Paver
Water Truck
Compactor
Backhoe (trench)
Crane
Forklift
Generator Set
Tractor
Welder
None

Equipment
Number
2
2
1
1
3
4
1
2
4
2
2
1
5
2
1
1
2
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
3
1
1
1
1
1
3
1
3
1

Daily
Usage
(hours)
4
4
4
4
8
8
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
2
4
4
4
4
5
2
4
4
3
6
5
4
2
4
7
8
8
7
8

Horse
Power

Load
Factor

381
358
75
381
358
75
157
162
381
358
356
381
381
358
381
82
381
381
381
381
89
8
358
75
208
381
89
381
8
75
208
149
84
75
46

0.38
0.40
0.37
0.38
0.40
0.37
0.38
0.41
0.38
0.40
0.48
0.38
0.38
0.40
0.38
0.50
0.38
0.38
0.38
0.38
0.42
0.29
0.40
0.37
0.29
0.38
0.42
0.38
0.29
0.37
0.29
0.20
0.50
0.37
0.30

Commissioning/
Turnover
Source: Developed by MRS from Phillips 66 Land Use Application and Phillips 66 comments on Project
Description.

October 2014

2-21

Phillips SMR Rail Project
Public Draft EIR

Comment Letter B6
2.0 Project Description

2.4.3

Construction Vehicles

Equipment and materials would need to be transported to and from the site, as well as employee
vehicles. Trucks would be used to deliver piping, railroad track, ties, and ballast as well as the
equipment to be installed and the construction equipment. Peak daily trips are summarized in
Table 2.4 below. Appendix A shows the details of the work and truck trip estimates (pages A-21
and A-22).
Table 2.4

Vehicle Trips, Peak Day, One-Way Trips

Total Trip
Worker Trip
Truck Trip
Number
Number
Number
Demolition/Removal of Existing Track
16
36
52
Turnout Track Replacement
18
18
36
Grading
40
66
106
Unloading Area and Pipeline Construction
320
110
430
Construction of Rail
24
218
242
Commissioning
40
8
48
1. Peak vehicle trip estimates do not account for vehicle movements that are confined to the
project site.
2. See Appendix A for details on Vehicle Trips.
Source: Developed by MRS from Phillips 66 Land Use Application and Phillips 66 comments on
Project Description.
Phase Name

2.5

Operations

Project operations would include unloading of up to five trains per week, with an annual
maximum number of trains expected to be approximately 250. Trains would arrive from different
oilfields and/or crude oil loading points depending on market availability. Trains could arrive at
the Phillips 66 site from the north or the south. The refinery feedstock definition (meaning the
materials that could be transported by train into the proposed facility) excludes gaseous feeds,
natural gas liquids (NGL), liquefied petroleum gas (LPG), finished refined products, and Bakken
crude. The feedstock would be sourced from oilfields throughout North America based on
market economics and other factors.
Crude oil would be shipped to the refinery in non-jacketed CPC-1232 tank cars (i.e., post
October 1, 2011 tank cars). These cars have a capacity of approximately 31,808 gallons per car.
Each car has a weight limit of 210,700 pounds of crude oil. Each tank car would be
approximately 90 feet long. The tank cars would meet the current specifications that have been
established by the American Railroad Association for use in transporting crude oil. The rail cars
would be designed to meet DOT Packing Group I requirements, which is the highest rating. The
tank cars would be equipped with half height head shields, double couplers, and all stainless steel
valves. The relief valve would be designed for high flow.
In a unit train configuration, each train would consist of three locomotives, two buffer cars, and
80 railcars each carrying approximately 27,300 gallons for a total of about 52,000 barrels of
crude oil per unit train. The tank cars would be limited to this range of volume due to the
estimated weight of the oil that would be delivered to the SMR. With the delivery of five unit
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trains per week the average daily delivery of crude oil would be 37,142 barrels, which is less
than the SLO Planning Department permitted capacity of 44,500 barrels per day.
Due to the weight of the train and the steep grade, an additional two locomotives would be
required for the portion of the route between Santa Margarita, California and San Luis Obispo,
California coming over the Cuesta Grade (a distance of approximately 15 miles).
In a manifest train configuration, varying number of railcars would be dropped off at SMR by a
passing train. A dedicated locomotive would remain on-site to move cars. This would be a small
locomotive that would only be capable of moving a few rail cars at a time, and would not be used
for unloading of unit trains. In a manifest train configuration, a number of crude oil railcars
would be dropped at the refinery and then the train would continue to other destinations. Rail
cars delivered via manifest train would meet the same specifications as discussed above for the
unit train tank cars. The refinery would have a dedicated locomotive that would be used to move
the railcars from the manifest train while they are on site. This dedicated locomotive would only
be used for manifest deliveries.
Because trains would arrive at different times throughout the week, the number of workers
would vary depending on the number of trains and worker arrival and departure time would vary
throughout the day and night. Additional employees over the current refinery employees would
be required in order to unload and manage the trains, with the increase ranging as high as 12
additional employees at one time.
Consistent with current operations, the crude oil delivered by rail and pumped to the storage
tanks at the refinery would be processed at the SMR and then the semi-refined products would be
transported by pipeline to the Rodeo refinery in the Bay Area. No crude oil or refined product
would be transported out of the refinery by rail except for any off-spec crude that is delivered by
rail. No crude oil would be moved from the refinery via pipeline.
2.5.1

Train Routes to the Santa Maria Refinery

Trains would arrive from different oilfields and/or crude oil loading points depending on market
availability. The exact location of the source of crude oil that would be delivered to the refinery
is unknown and could change over time based upon market conditions and availability. Union
Pacific Railroad (UPRR) would be responsible for delivering the trains to the SMR. The main
UPRR train routes within the United States are shown in Figure 2-8. Trains could enter
California from at least five different locations (one at the north end of the state from Oregon,
two at the northeast from Nevada, one at the southeast from Nevada, and one at the south from
Arizona). Depending upon the route taken by the train they could arrive at the Phillips 66 site
from the north or the south.
It is unknown what route UPRR would use to deliver the trains to the SMR and it would likely
vary based on the source location of the crude oil. However, there is certainty regarding the two
segments of the route on the “Coast Line” that lead to the SMR from the north and from the
south where there are no alternative routes. Coming from the north, the available routes merge
south of San Jose. Coming from the south, the available routes merge north of Los Angeles.
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Figure 2-8

Main UPRR Rail Routes in the United States

Source: UPRR website

For purposes of environmental review, this DEIR has assessed impacts from the nearest UPRR
rail yards, though in both cases, this extends the review beyond those sections of track for which
there is route certainty. Figure 2-9 shows the main UPRR train routes from these two rail yards
to the SMR. In addition, the DEIR has discussed, in less detail, the impacts of rail transportation
beyond these rail yards in the applicable issue areas.
Pursuant to the recent voluntary agreement between US railroads and the Department of
Transportation, the Rail Corridor Risk Management System (RCRMS) will be utilized to
determine the safest routes for trains with 20 or more cars of crude oil. The RCRMS is a
software tool that provides assistance to all Class I railroads in the routing of hazmat shipments
to meet federal requirements. The RCRMS is the result of thorough analysis and prioritization of
27 risk factors identified by the Transportation Security Administration to be accounted for in all
hazmat rail route planning. RCRMS undergoes modifications and updates based on continuing
analysis of rail hazmat transportation data.
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Figure 2-9

Mainline Rail Routes to the Santa Maria Refinery

Source: Adapted by MRS from UPRR maps.

2.5.2

Train Unloading Sequence

The tracks and unloading rack would be designed to allow for the safe and efficient movement of
multiple trains and cars in and out of the facility while minimizing the required space. Figure 2-4
provides a line diagram of the track layout. The unloading sequence described below would be
for a unit train (a train with three locomotives, two buffer cars, and 80 tanker cars). The sequence
would be similar for rail cars delivered via a manifest train, but the number of railcars handled
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would be substantially less. The train arriving at the refinery would be assembled and delivered
to the site by UPRR. The final configuration of the train would be determined by UPRR. Based
upon discussions with Phillips 66 and UPRR, a possible unit train configuration would be two
locomotives at the front of the train, followed by two buffer cars, 80 tanker cars, with the third
locomotive at the end of the train. This is the train configuration that has been used in the EIR to
evaluate the impacts of the unloading operations.
The rail spur has been designed to allow for unit trains to arrive at the refinery from the north or
the south on UPRR's main line track. The trains would enter the existing refinery spur from the
north after having pulled off onto the UPRR siding track. Once the unit train was at the refinery
the unloading sequence would begin.
Once the train is on the refinery site, operation of the train would be turned over to Phillips 66
and it would follow the following typical sequence.
1.

Position Train on Tracks 1 and 2 -

The train would pull into the facility down Track 2,
which has one of the two unloading racks (unloading rack #2). The 80th tanker car would be
positioned at the first rail car unloading line. This would position the last ten tanker cars at
unloading Rack #2. The third engine, which would be at the back of the train, would be
decoupled and would move to the end of Track 764 and shutdown. The train would be
uncoupled between tanker car 40 and 41. The two engines at the front of the train would pull
the remaining section of the train past the intersection of Tracks 1 and 2 in an easterly
direction. At this time two locomotives would be positioned on the Tail Track. The train
would then be pushed up Track 1 till the 41st car is positioned at the front loading line of
unloading Rack #1. The engines would then decouple from the train and then move back
down to the Tail Track and then move back up Track 4, which is the runaround track, to the
area nearest the refinery. The engines would be decoupled and one engine would move on to
Track 2, one engine would move on to Track 1. These two engines would be used in the
unloading operations as discussed below.

2.

Train Unloading - Unloading would occur at two racks, and each rack would be capable of
unloading 10 cars. At each rack the first unloading would be connected to the first car and the
pump started. Then the second unloading line would be connected and the pump started. This
process would continue till all 10 cars on each rack were unloaded. After each car is
unloaded, the unloading line would be disconnected. It is estimated that it would take about
two hours to unload a set of 20 cars (10 at each of the two racks) including moving,
switching and decoupling. Once the first set of ten tanker cars at each unloading rack is
unloaded, one of the engines would pull the train forward (in a westerly direction) by 10 cars,
thereby lining up the next ten tanker cars for unloading. The empty tanker cars would be
moved to Track 5, the empty car holding track. This process would repeat three times until
all forty tanker cars had been unloaded at each of the two unloading racks. Once all of the
unloading was completed, and the empty cars would be located on Track 5, the two
remaining buffer cars would be moved from Track 1 to Track 5 and placed at the front of the
empty cars. Finally, the train would be reassembled on Track 5 and made ready for departure
from the refinery. The moving of the tanker cars at each unloading rack would be done by
one locomotive. The unloading of a unit train is expected to take approximately eight hours,
which includes the unloading, switching and repositioning activities.
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3.

Third Locomotive – The third locomotive is not needed for the unloading operations. This
locomotive would be at the end of the train when it arrives at the refinery. This locomotive
would be disconnected from the back of the train and moved to the end of Track 764. This
locomotive would shut down until the empty car train is ready to leave the refinery.

4.

5.

Idle Time Prior to Departure –

Once the unloading operations are complete, the two
locomotives that were used for the unloading operations would connect to front of the empty
car train located on Track 5. These two locomotives would idle until the train left the
refinery. During this period the rail car brakes would be pumped up with compressed air. In
addition, UPRR would inspect the train to ensure all the cars are connected properly and the
brakes are correctly pumped up. The idle time would depend upon how long the train had to
wait until the UPRR scheduled departure. Based upon an 11.5 hour turnaround, it would be
about 1.4 hours.

Train Departure –

Just prior to departure, the third locomotive on Track 764 would also
connect to the front of the train. The empty train would leave the refinery and head back on
to the UPRR mainline track with all three locomotives in the front. It is anticipated that each
train would be at the refinery for about 10 to 12 hours.

Table 2.5 provides a summary of the train operations and the estimated times associated with
each operation listed above. The total time a train would be at the refinery would be
approximately 10 to 12 hours, of which about eight hours would be needed for unloading,
switching and repositioning activities.
Locomotive refueling for the unit trains would not need to be conducted at the refinery since the
main line engines would be used to handle the cars while at the refinery. UPRR would ensure the
main line engines were adequately fueled prior to arrival on site. However, refueling of the
dedicated locomotive that would be used with manifest trains would need to occur on site. Diesel
fuel for the onsite locomotive would be delivered to the refinery by tanker truck. The fuel would
be pumped from the tanker truck directly to the locomotive. The amount of refueling needed
would depend upon the frequency of delivery of manifest railcars. The maximum refueling
would be one tanker truck per week. Each tanker truck would carry about 4,000 gallons of diesel
fuel.
2.5.3

Control Systems

Control of the unloading rack and appurtenances would be Programmable Logic Controller
(PLC) based. All local pumps, valves and instrumentation would be controlled and or monitored
by a new PLC. This PLC would have a local HMI screen, dual redundant processors, power
supplies and ethernet fiber ports for communication to the remote control center.
The PLC would be configured to communicate with the Refinery Distributed Control System
(DCS) to receive crude oil tank level signals and for the refinery control center to monitor
operations and alarms from the unloading rack. Within the local PLC, pump operation and
control, air compressor operation and control, meter and prover control would be monitored.
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Table 2.5

Timing for Train Unloading Operations

Locomotive Mode (Minutes)

Locomotive
#
1

Switching
75

Idle
25

Off
0

Total
100

Total
(hrs)
1.7

2

41

59

0

100

1.7

1 and 2

70

410

0

480

8.0

Third Locomotive

3

32

65

584

680

11.3

Idle Time Prior to
Departure

1 and 2

0

83

0

83

1.4

Task
Position Train on
Track 1 and 2

Unloading
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It would take about 1.7 hours to position the tanker cars on track 1 and 2.
During this time each locomotive would have varying amounts of
switching and idling time depending upon the activity that is occurring.
Both locomotives would be in switching mode when moving the tanker
cars. When only the locomotives are moving one would be in switching
mode, and the other would be in idle mode. This task covers the time it
would take to pull the train down Track 2 and line up the 80th car with the
first unloading line, disconnect the train between cars 40 and 41, pull the
train east down the track and then push the first 40 tanker cars back up
Track 1 west so that the 41st car is lined up with the first unloading line
on Track 1. The two locomotives would then disconnect from the tank
cars and move onto Track 4 (runaround track) back to the end nearest the
refinery where they would be used for the unloading operations.
Each unloading rack is designed to unload 10 tanker cars at a time. Four
unloading operations would occur at each unloading rack per train (10
tanker cars/rack x 2 unloading racks x 4 unloading operations = 80 tanker
cars). Each unloading operation would include about 45 minutes to
connect/disconnect the unloading lines to the tanker car and 70 minutes
to unload the rail cars. This would give a total of 460 minutes of
unloading time per train. There would be 70 minutes of switching time
per locomotive during the unloading operations. This switching time is
needed to move the tanker cars from the unloading tracks to the empty car
track and rebuild the empty train. The total time for unloading operations
including switching of tanker cars and rebuilding the empty train would
be about 480 minutes (8 hours).
The third locomotive, which would be at the back of the train, would be
disconnected from the train upon arrival at Track 2. The locomotive
would then move to the end of Track 764. Once in this position, the
locomotive would be shut down until the train is ready to depart the
refinery. On cold days the engine may automatically idle for short periods
of time to keep the engine warm. It has been assumed that the engine
would idle 10% of the time it is at the end of Track 764 during all days.
This is the time between completing the unloading operations and waiting
for the train to depart the refinery. This would include about 20 minutes
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Table 2.5

Task

Train Departure

Total

Timing for Train Unloading Operations

Locomotive Mode (Minutes)

Locomotive
#

Switching

Idle

Off

Total

Total
(hrs)

1, 2, and 3

27

0

0

27

0.4

172

518

0

690

11.5

Comments
for pump up of the rail car brakes and about 60 minutes for UPRR to
inspect the train prior to departure.
Just prior to departure, the third locomotive on Track 764 would also
connect to the front of the train. The train with three locomotives in the
head would depart the refinery on to the mainline UPRR track.
A unit train would be at the refinery site for about 11.5 hours. This
includes the arrival and departure time. There would be about 19.2 total
locomotive-hours of idle on-site, 5.8 total locomotive-hours of switching,
and 9.5 locomotive hour of off time. This is a total of 34.5 locomotivehours of operation (3 locomotives x 11.5 hours = 34.5 locomotive-hours
of operation). It is expected that the turnaround for a train at the refinery
would be between 10 and 12 hours.

Notes:
1. Assumes a total time that train is at the site is 11.5 hours.
2. Assumes two locomotives are used for switching. One locomotive for each of the unloading racks.
3. Assumes the two locomotives used for the unloading operations are idling when not actively switching rail cars.
4. The unloading times are per rack and assume that the two racks are used simultaneously to unload rail cars.
5. Assumes a switching speed of 3 miles per hour.
6. Assumes the third locomotive idles 10% of the time and is shutdown 90% of the time when at the end of track 764.
7. The hours for the "third locomotive engine" occur concurrently with the other operations, so are not counted in the total time.
8. The hours for the second locomotive during the positioning operation occur concurrently with the first locomotive so they are not counted in the total time.
9. Train departure times end when the locomotive at the tail end of the train leaves the SMR. During the majority of this departure time the two locomotives at the
head of the train would be on the UPRR mainline tracks.
10. Train arrival times start when the two locomotives at the head of the train enters the SMR. During the majority of the arrival time the locomotive at the tail of
the train would be on the UPRR mainline tracks.
Source: Data developed by MRS with input from Applicant and their rail consultants.
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The PLC would communicate with the Refinery DCS system for Alarm display and monitoring
functions. A single mode fiber-optic cable would be used to communicate with the DCS system
via an Ethernet IP (or Modbus TCP) protocol. Additional Fibers would be used for Switchgear
communication with the Main Substation for SCADA.
The PLC and HMI for the Unloading Rack would be located in the Electrical & Control Power
Distribution Center (PDC) building. The location of this facility is shown in Figure 2-6. This
area of the building would be partitioned from the Electrical area by a wall for isolation from
High Voltage emf. There would be a UPS complete with batteries and external Maintenance
Bypass located nearby to power the PLC.
2.5.4

Rail Car Unloading Utility Requirements

The rail spur operations would utilize electricity to operate pumps and unloading equipment,
which would be received from the SMR electrical generation systems and/or the grid. Electrical
demand for the additional equipment and operations would average 900 kW. The peak power
consumption would be about 1,000 kW.
It is anticipated that on occasion a train would arrive requiring heat to facilitate unloading. This
could occur for example if weather forced an extended delay in a cold climate on the way to the
SMR. Phillips has indicated that once per year steam could be necessary to heat the rail cars prior
to unloading. Steam would be diverted from the existing refinery boilers to heat the rail cars.
This steam is normally used to generate electricity for the refinery. Phillips 66 would divert
approximately 30,000 lbs/hr of steam for 21 hours from electrical production (an existing process
and set of hardware) to warm the rail cars. Phillips 66 would have to buy approximately 5
MW/hr (the amount of electricity which the steam would normally generate) of power for the 21
hours the steam is being used to heat the rail cars.
On an annual basis, SMR produces about 43,800 megawatt-hours (MWH) and purchases from
the grid about 23,718 MWH for a total of 67,518 MWH. The additional electrical purchases
during rail car heating would be 105 MWH which is an approximately 0.4% increase in
purchased power for the year.
The rail unloading operations would not use any natural gas or refinery gas other than the
refinery gas that is used to generate the steam discussed above.
2.5.5

Current Rail Car Operations

Currently, the rail operations at the SMR consist of the export of petroleum coke for commercial
use throughout the U.S. and abroad. A train typically arrives every Wednesday and drops off 18
– 20 empty cars. After delivering the empty cars, the engine picks up any full cars and leaves the
SMR. This operation typically takes a few hours. Each full car hauls approximately 100 tons of
coke. The delivered empty cars are filled with coke during the following week and moved
around on site by the ‘Shuttlewagon.’ The Shuttlewagon, also referred to as a ‘switching
locomotive’ is a small unit compared to an actual train locomotive. The Shuttlewagon operates
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less than two hours per week. Fuel consumption is typically less than five gallons of diesel per
week.
2.6

Crude Oil Changes from Rail Spur Project

The SMR is designed to handle heavy sour crude. SMR partially refines the crude oil to extract
intermediates and gases, and uses the heavier crude oil components to produce petroleum coke.
The refinery is not designed to produce finish grade petroleum products such as gasoline, diesel
fuel, jet fuel, etc.
Crude entering the refinery is first processed through an atmospheric distillation unit, which
produces gas oil, pressure distillate (naphtha), and some fuel gas. The remaining oil is sent to a
vacuum distillation unit where additional gas oil is extracted. Residual oil is finally delivered to
the coking unit where thermal decomposition makes it into green coke, gas oils, and fuel gas.
Green coke produced by the coking units is sold.
Gases produced at the refinery are processed in a sulfur removal system and then used as fuel at
the refinery. Sulfur removed from the gas is converted to elemental sulfur and sold. Gas oil and
naphtha recovered as part of the distillation and coking processes are shipped by pipeline to the
Phillips Rodeo Refinery in the San Francisco Bay area for processing into gasoline, diesel fuel,
and other petroleum end-use products.
Prior to pipeline shipment to the Rodeo Refinery the naphtha and gas oils are stored in tanks
located at the SMR. These storage tanks have vapor pressure limits are required by the San Luis
Obispo County Air Pollution Control District (SLOCAPCD) permit, which limits the vapor
pressure to 11 pisa. Historically, and currently the SMR tanks operate at about 10 psia (pounds
per square inch absolute). These pressure limits restrict the amount of propane/butane that can be
contained in naphtha and gas oils that are shipped to the Rodeo Refinery. The majority of the
propane/butane that is contained in the crude oils process at the SMR ends up in the refinery fuel
gas. Figure 2-10 provides a simplified flow diagram of the SMR.
The SMR currently receives all crude oil for processing by pipeline coming from various
sources, including the Outer Continental Shelf (60-85%), Price Canyon/Santa Maria Valley/San
Joaquin Valley (5-20%), San Ardo (5-10%) and Canada (2-7%).
The bulk of the crude oil processed at the SMR comes from offshore platforms in the Outer
Continental Shelf of Santa Barbara County and from oil fields in the Santa Maria area. In
addition, to the material shipped to SMR directly by pipeline from the source, crude oil from
some onshore areas, such as the Arroyo Grande (Price Canyon) oil field and the San Joaquin
Valley is delivered by truck to the Santa Maria Pump Station and then pumped into a dedicated
pipeline to the SMR. The SMR has been processing Canadian crude for about one year. The
Canadian crude processed at the SMR has been Kearl Lake dilbit crude (i.e., diluted bitumen
crude), which is a heavy, high sulfur crude mixed with a diluent, which is a less viscous
hydrocarbon. Canadian crude has made up 2-7% of the crude processed at the SMR.
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Figure 2-10

SMR Block Flow Diagram

Source: Conoco Phillips Increase Throughput EIR, 2012.
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The Canadian crude is shipped via rail to a crude unloading facility near Bakersfield California
and then is trucked to the Santa Maria Pump Station for delivery into the dedicated pipeline,
which carries crude oil to the SMR.
Crude oil is classified by a number of different factors including weight, density, sulfur content,
and volatility. Thin and volatile oils are characterized as “light,” whereas thick and viscous oils
are “heavy.” The American Petroleum Institute (API) rates light oils with a gravity of 30 to 40
degrees, which means the density is much less than that of water, and therefore these oils float on
water. In contrast, some heavy oils with an API gravity of less than 12 degrees are so dense that
they sink in water. Sour crude are ones that have high sulfur content.
The characteristic properties as reported in literature or otherwise of interest of the typical crude
blend and range of major crudes processed at the SMR are provided in Table 2.6.
Table 2.6

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

Property

Unit of
Measure

Current SMR Operations
Potential Crude by Rail Sources
Typical
Range of
Access
Peace River
Crude Blend Major Crude
Western
Heavy
Sources
Blend
o
API Gravity
API
18.6
12.2-21.0
22.8
20.4
BTEX Percentage
Volume %
0.81
0.8-0.89
1.25
0.99
Vacuum Resid Percentage
Volume %
43
33-47
42
43
Sulfur Concentration
Weight %
4.2
2.1-5.2
4.0
5.0
Vanadium Concentration
wppm
85
71-118
190
167
Nickel Concentration
wppm
208
41-400
73
56
Total Acid Number (TAN)
mgKOH/g
1.0
0.4-4.0
1.7
2.5
1. Vacuum Resid percentages based upon available distillation curves.
2. Typical blend properties based upon 3-year average.
3. Range of major crudes represent the major sources of current crudes to the refinery and include a number of
OCS and local onshore sources.
4. Both potential crudes by rail are Canadian.
Source: Data provided by Phillips 66, 2014.

The SMR, as with all refineries, is similar to other manufacturing facilities that regularly
evaluate their principal manufacturing feedstocks in terms of availability, suitability, and
economics. This is certainly true of the crude oil feedstock used at the SMR. As described above,
the refinery processes a range of crude oils from different sources, and the crudes vary from time
to time. In addition, the refinery often blends crudes from multiple sources prior to processing.
As the data in Table 2.6 shows, the SMR historically has processed and currently processes
primarily heavy, sour crudes, although these are sometimes blended with other lighter, sweeter
crudes in small amounts.
Phillips 66 expects to continue to receive, blend and process a comparable range of crudes in the
future, and will select future crude to be delivered by rail based upon a number of factors
including availability, suitability, and economics. Table 2.6 provides the characteristic properties
of two future crudes that could be delivered to the refinery by rail. Given the design of the
refinery, unit trains would have to deliver heavy crudes that are similar to what is currently being
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processed at the SMR. The data in Table 2.6 shows that the potential crudes delivered to the
refinery by rail are comparable to those currently or recently processed at the SMR.
As stated above, it is not possible to predict precisely which crude oils will be delivered to the
SMR via rail. One of the objectives of the project is to provide greater access to the larger crude
oil market, and the specific crudes received by rail would likely vary from time to time as has
been the case for the current refinery crude slate. However, the crude oil types shown in Table
2.6 provide a reasonable representation of the range of crude oil types that could be processed
based on current economics and crude oil availability.
The Rail Spur Project is not predicated on any single crude, but is designed to handle a variety of
crude oils that can be generically described as heavy, sour crudes. “Heavy” crudes are generally
considered to be those with API gravity of approximately 20 or less. “Sour” crudes are generally
considered to be those with sulfur content greater than 1.0%.
The Rail Spur Project will bring crude oils to SMR that are comparable to those historically
processed at the facility, particularly with respect to sulfur concentration, metals concentration,
and volume percent of crude oil fraction that is processed at the coker.
Additionally, to ensure that the operational, safety, and environmental parameters are
consistently maintained at the refinery, all new feedstocks must be assessed and approved
through the site’s formal Management of Feedstock Change Process, which is a requirement of
the CalOSHA Process Safety Management regulations. The Management of Feedstock change is
done prior to the initial receipt of any new crude source to the refinery. The purpose of
Management of Feedstock Change is to establish the chemical, physical, and operating process
requirements for any feedstock changes. The primary purpose of this process is to:
1. Determine the potential impact of new feedstock on the mechanical integrity / limits of the
processing equipment in order to ensure compatibility.
2. Develop a plan to monitor system integrity during the change.
3. Determine what changes to the inspection program may be required.
4. Identify any potential adverse impacts to overall refinery operations, including environmental
conditions and / or product quality.
Management of Feedstock Change is required whenever a new crude source is being considered
for the refinery. No new crude sources can be delivered to the refinery until the management of
change process is complete and been approved by the refinery management.
The focus of the management of change process is to assure that the mechanical integrity of
equipment is maintained, preventing operational upsets, and prevent adverse impacts to the
environment. If the crude oil being vetted through the site’s management of feedstock change
process passes all of the quality, safety, and environmental assessments, and it receives all
subsequent approvals by management, only then can it be processed at the facility. The feedstock
cannot be introduced into the facility until final approval from the Facility Manager has been
received.
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2.7

Rail Spur Project Effect on Refinery Throughput

The SMR currently processes less than their allowable permit levels. The SLOCAPCD permit
limits are 48,000 barrels per day (bpd) and a 12-month rolling average of crude throughput of
16,220,660 barrels per year (bpy). The County Department of Planning and Building permit limit
is 44,500 bpd maximum. These are the current permit limits for the refinery and do not include
the Throughput Increase Project, since Phillips 66 has not received a final notice to proceed from
County Planning to implement the project. Table 2.7 lists historical annual crude oil throughputs.
Table 2.7

Historical Crude Oil Production

Year
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
Source: Phillips 66

Throughput (bpy)
13,813,748
14,352,098
15,489,149
14,290,448
15,810,183
15,249,521
13,080,967
13,724,829
14,126,030
13,724,829
15,196,669

Average (bpd)
37,851
39,326
42,442
39,157
43,321
41,665
35,838
37,785
38,701
37,602
41,635

Maximum throughput levels at the refinery are capped by permits issued by the County of San
Luis Obispo and by the SLOCAPCD. The approved permitted limits for the refinery were
discussed above and are not changed by the proposed SMR rail project. The ability of the SMR
to operate at the maximum approved throughput level is based on the existing infrastructure and
is not dependent on, or related to, the SMR rail project.
After applying for an increase in throughput in 2010, Phillips 66 is working on obtained approval
(i.e., a notice to proceed) from the County to increase the throughput levels to 48,950 bpd with a
12-month rolling average of 17,866,750 bpy. At the time of the throughput application
(submitted by Phillips’s predecessor-in-interest ConocoPhillips), the SLOAPCD’s permit limited
throughput to 48,000 bpd and 16,220,600 bpy, whereas the County’s land use permit allowed
44,500 bpd. The throughput permit application made the two agency’s permits consistent and,
according to Phillips allowed the refinery to maintain an annual rolling average closer to its
maximum permitted levels when having to compensate for refinery closures due to long-term
maintenance and repairs. Phillips states that the throughput increase was not proposed as a
precursor to seeking approval of the Rail Spur Project. Crude oil received by rail and pipeline
could not exceed the throughput limits established by San Luis Obispo County Department of
Building and Planning and the APCD.
As discussed in Section 2.6, the bulk of the crude oil processed at the SMR is delivered via
pipeline from offshore platforms in the Outer Continental Shelf of Santa Barbara County, from
oil fields in the Santa Maria area, and other onshore sources such as Price Canyon in SLO
County. This pipeline system is currently the only way that the Phillips 66 refinery can receive
crude oil. Crude oil can be trucked to the Santa Maria Pump Station and then placed into the
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pipeline for delivery to the refinery. Truck delivery to the Santa Maria Pump Station is limited to
a permitted maximum of 819,000 gallons (26,000 bbls) per day by the Santa Barbara County
APCD. Having only one pipeline system available for delivering crude oil to the refinery limits
the refinery’s ability to obtain crude oil from sources outside of the local area.
When the refinery was built it was owned by The Union Oil Company of California, and most of
the local crude production was also owned by Union Oil, so the single pipeline system made
sense as a method for delivering all of the crude oil to the refinery. However, Phillips 66 (the
current refinery owner) does not produce any of the local crude oil and must purchase all of the
crude oil for the refinery from a wide range of producers.
This change in relationship between the refinery and the producers, limits Phillips 66’s ability to
source competitively priced crude oil. With recent increases in North American crude oil
production, an increased number of crude oil sources have become “advantaged”. “Advantaged
crudes” in general terms is a subjective phrase that primarily reflects a preference for crude oil
inputs based on favorable supply, demand, and pricing factors that are subject to and impacted
by a dynamic, complex, and at times, volatile crude oil market. “Advantaged crudes” typically
have limited pipeline capacity from the production area to refinery destinations. Phillips 66
would like to benefit from these competitively priced crudes. In the short-term (three to five
years), the availability of these competitively priced crudes would be the main driver for the
SMR rail project.
In the short-term, depending upon the volume of crude oil received by rail, some of the oil
delivered via pipeline or via truck to the Santa Maria Pump Station could be displaced. Any
displaced crude oil would likely be sold to other refineries in the Los Angeles or Bay areas. The
amount, location, and destination of any displaced oil would be driven by market forces. Given
the dynamics of the crude oil market, it is speculative as to what if any local crude oil would be
displaced, and what would happen to any oil if it were displaced.
In the long-term, the need for the SMR rail project could be driven by declines in local
production of crude oil that can be delivered by pipeline. Production from offshore Santa
Barbara County (OCS crude) has been in decline for a number of years. Oil production in Santa
Barbara County (both onshore and offshore) peaked at about 188,000 barrels in 1995 (County of
Santa Barbara Energy Division website) and currently production is around 61,000 barrels per
day for both onshore and offshore oil fields (BOEM Pacific Region and Drilling Edge websites).
There are a number of onshore oil development projects in northern Santa Barbara County that
are being proposed that if approved could replace some of this lost production. However, the
success and amount of additional production from these projects is currently speculative.
2.8

Project Lifetime

The SMR rail project is expected to operate for the remaining life of the SMR, which could be
another 20 or 30 years, if not longer. The remaining life of the refinery is dependent on crude oil
supplies, prices and overall economics. At the end of the life of the SMR, the County of San Luis
Obispo would undertake an environmental review of the decommissioning and abandonment of
the entire refinery complex, including the rail spur.
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4.3

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases

This section discusses construction and operational emissions and odors that could result from
the Rail Spur Project. The section also discusses air toxic emissions as well as greenhouse gas
emissions. The section describes the regulatory settings associated with the Project, identifies the
applicable significance thresholds for air and GHG impacts, assesses potential impacts of the
Rail Spur Project and recommends measures to mitigate significant impacts. The section also
provides a discussion of cumulative air and GHG impacts.
Emission rates were generated using standard emission factors and use rates contained within the
CalEEMod modeling program, as applicable. Emission calculations are included in Appendix B.
As described in Section 2.0, Project Description, the Rail Spur Project would include the
installation of a rail unloading facility and associated pipelines and utilities. This analysis is
intended to provide a reasonable worst-case scenario of potential air emissions resulting from the
proposed activities and recommends mitigation to reduce significant impacts.
4.3.1

Environmental Setting

San Luis Obispo County (SLOC) is part of the South Central Coast Air Basin, which also
includes Santa Barbara and Ventura counties. The climate of the region is strongly influenced by
its proximity to the Pacific Ocean. Airflow around the County plays an important role in the
movement and dispersion of pollutants. The speed and direction of local winds are controlled by
the location and strength of the Pacific high-pressure system and other global weather patterns,
topographical factors, and circulation patterns that result from temperature differences between
the land and the sea.
The land area of San Luis Obispo County is approximately 3,316 square miles, encompassing
varied vegetation, topography, and climate. From a geographical and meteorological standpoint,
the County can be divided into three general regions: the Coastal Plateau, the Upper Salinas
River Valley, and the East County Plain. Air quality in each of these regions is characteristically
different, although the physical features that divide them provide only limited barriers to the
transport of pollutants between the regions.
The Rail Spur Project is within the Coastal Plateau. Approximately 75 percent of the County
population, and a corresponding portion of the commercial and industrial facilities, are also
within the Coastal Plateau. Due to higher population density and closer spacing of urban areas,
emissions of air pollutants per unit area are generally higher in this region than in the other two
regions of the county.
4.3.1.1

Air Quality Monitoring

Ten air-quality monitoring stations measure San Luis Obispo County’s air quality (Grover Beach
only monitors wind speed and direction, no air quality). The San Luis Obispo County Air
Pollution Control District (SLOCAPCD) operates seven permanent stations at Nipomo Regional
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Park, Grover Beach, Morro Bay, Atascadero, Red Hills (near Shandon in eastern San Luis
Obispo County), Arroyo Grande, and the Carrizo Plain. The California Air Resources Board
(CARB) operates two additional stations in the cities of San Luis Obispo and Paso Robles. One
station on the Nipomo Mesa (i.e., Nipomo-Guadalupe) is operated by the SLOCAPCD for the
Phillips Refinery.
Although the Arroyo Grande station is the closest to the Rail Spur Project, it only monitors
particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5). Therefore, the closest SLOCAPCD station to the Rail Spur
Project area that monitors for Project-related pollutants is the Nipomo Regional Park monitoring
station, approximately 5 miles east of the Rail Spur Project area. The Nipomo-Guadalupe
monitoring station, approximately 1 mile southeast of the Rail Spur Project Site, is examined in
this report for particulate matter, sulfur dioxide, and wind speed and direction information.
Air quality monitoring is rigorously controlled by federal and state quality assurance and control
procedures to ensure data validity. Gaseous pollutant levels are measured continuously and
averaged every hour, 24 hours per day. Particulate pollutants (PM10) are monitored continuously
at the Arroyo Grande, Nipomo Regional Park and Nipomo-Guadalupe stations and continuous
PM2.5 monitors (hourly average) at Nipomo-Guadalupe and Arroyo Grande stations.
Specific Air Pollutants
Carbon Monoxide (CO): CO is a colorless and odorless gas formed by the incomplete
combustion of fossil fuels. CO competes with oxygen, often replacing it in the blood, thus
reducing the blood's ability to transport oxygen to vital organs in the body. The ambient air
quality standard for CO is intended to protect people whose medical condition already
compromises their circulatory system's ability to deliver oxygen.
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2): NO2 is a brownish gas formed in the atmosphere through a rapid
reaction of the colorless gas nitric oxide (NO) with atmospheric oxygen. NO and NO2 are
collectively referred to as nitrogen oxides (NOx). NO2 can cause respiratory irritation and
constriction of the airways, making breathing more difficult.
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2): SO2 is a colorless, pungent gas formed primarily by the combustion of
sulfur-containing fossil fuels. Health effects include acute respiratory symptoms and breathing
difficulty.
PM10, the coarse fraction of suspended particulate matter measuring 10 microns or less in
diameter, includes a complex mixture of man-made and natural substances including sulfates,
nitrates, metals, elemental carbon, sea salt, soil, organics, and other materials. PM10 have adverse
health impacts because these microscopic particles can penetrate the respiratory system. In some
cases, the particulates themselves may cause actual damage to the alveoli of the lungs or they
may contain adsorbed substances that are injurious.
Ambient PM10 concentrations have been primarily a localized issue of concern in SLOC,
including Paso Robles, San Luis Obispo, Morro Bay, and Nipomo. Exceedances in these areas
are the major impetus for the county’s nonattainment designation for the state PM10 standard.
The major sources for PM10 are mineral quarries, grading, demolition, agricultural tilling, road
dust, and vehicle exhaust.
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The PM2.5 standard is a subset of the PM10 standard. In addition to the health effects of PM10,
exposure to PM2.5 may result in increased respiratory symptoms, disease, and decreased lung
function.
In addition to primary criteria pollutants, the SLOCAPCD monitors ozone at various locations
throughout the region. Unlike primary criteria pollutants emitted directly from an emissions
source, ozone is a secondary pollutant. Ozone is formed in the atmosphere through the
photochemical reaction of volatile organic compounds (VOC), NOx, oxygen, and other
hydrocarbon materials with sunlight.
Ozone is a deep lung irritant, causing the passages to become inflamed and swollen. Exposure to
ozone alters respiration, most characteristically with shallow, rapid breathing and a decrease in
pulmonary performance. Ozone also reduces the respiratory system's ability to fight infection
and remove foreign particles.
Ozone exists both at ground level, where it is considered a pollutant with harmful effects and at
higher elevations in the lower portion of the stratosphere from approximately 13 to 40 kilometers
above Earth, where it absorbs more than 95 percent of the sun’s ultraviolet light providing a
beneficial effect.
Combustion byproducts reacting with sunlight and ambient conditions primarily generate
ground-level ambient ozone. Areas where ozone violations primarily occur are the northern and
eastern portions of the county, where summer temperatures are high. Ozone levels exceeding the
state standard have been measured in Paso Robles, the Carrizo Plain, and Atascadero in recent
years. In addition, ozone is carried into San Luis Obispo County from upwind regions of the
state.
Table 4.3.1 provides a list of the State and National criteria air pollutant standards. Because
concentrations of ozone and PM10 exceed state health-based standards, SLOC has been
designated as a non-attainment area for these two pollutants. Table 4.3.2 shows 3 years of
monitoring data between 2010 and 2012 for ozone, NO2, and PM10 for the Nipomo monitoring
station, approximately 5 miles east of the SMR (at West Tefft Street and Pomeroy Road). Also
shown are PM and SO2 monitoring results for the Nipomo-Mesa and Nipomo-Guadalupe sites,
which are within 1 mile of the Refinery to the east. The federal PM10 were not exceeded in any of
these years. Exceedances to the federal ozone standard were noted during this timeframe at
monitors located in eastern SLOC. PM10 and ozone exceed the state standards. The eastern
portion of San Luis Obispo County has been designated non-attainment for the federal 8-hr
ozone standard. Table 4.3.2 shows the monitoring results for the monitoring stations close to the
project site. Historically, the SLOCAPCD has operated three monitoring stations on the Mesa.
These include Nipomo-Regional Park, Nipomo-Guadalupe Road, and Nipomo-Hillview Road
the Nipomo-Hillview Road station is closed, and was only used to monitor PM10. Table 4.3.3
shows the attainment status of criteria pollutants throughout the entire South Central Coast Air
Basin.
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Table 4.3.1

State and National Criteria Air Pollutant Standards, Effects, and Sources
State Standard
(concentration,
averaging time)

Air Pollutant

Federal Primary Standard
(concentration,
averaging time)

0.09 ppm, 1-hour average
0.070 ppm, 8-hour

0.075 ppm, 8-hour average*

Carbon Monoxide

9.0 ppm, 8-hour average
20 ppm, 1-hour average

9 ppm, 8-hour average
35 ppm, 1-hour average

Nitrogen Dioxide

0.18 ppm, 1-hour average,
0.03 ppm, annual average

0.053 ppm
0.10 ppm
98th percentile, 3-year
average

Ozone

Sulfur Dioxide

0.04 ppm, 24-hour average
0.25 ppm, 1-hour average

Suspended Particulate
Matter (PM10)

20 µg/m3, annual arithmetic
mean
50 µg/m3, 24-hour average

Suspended Particulate
Matter (PM2.5 )

12 µg/m3,
annual arithmetic mean

Sulfates

Lead

3

25 µg/m , 24-hour average

3

1.5 µg/m , 30-day average

Phillips SMR Rail Project
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0.075 ppm, 1-hour,
99th percentile 3-year average
0.14 ppm 24-hour
0.03 ppm annual arithmetic
mean
150 µg/m3,
24-hour average

Most Relevant Effects
(a) Short-term exposures: (1) Pulmonary function decrements and
localized lung edema in humans and animals (2) Risk to public health
implied by alterations in pulmonary morphology and host defense in
animals; (b) Long-term exposures: Risk to public health implied by
altered connective tissue metabolism and altered pulmonary
morphology in animals after long-term exposures and pulmonary
function decrements in chronically exposed humans; (c) Vegetation
damage; (d) Property damage.
(a) Aggravation of angina pectoris and other aspects of coronary heart
disease; (b) Decreased exercise tolerance in persons with peripheral
vascular disease and lung disease; (c) Impairment of central nervous
system functions; (d) Possible increased risk to fetuses.
(a) Potential to aggravate chronic respiratory disease and respiratory
symptoms in sensitive groups; (b) Risk to public health implied by
pulmonary and extra-pulmonary biochemical and cellular changes and
pulmonary structural changes; (c) Contribution to atmospheric
discoloration.
Bronchoconstriction accompanied by symptoms which may include
wheezing, shortness of breath and chest tightness, during exercise or
physical activity in persons with asthma.
(a) Excess deaths from short-term exposures and exacerbation of
symptoms in sensitive patients with respiratory disease; (b) Excess
seasonal declines in pulmonary function, especially in children.

15 µg/m3, annual arithmetic
mean
35 µg/m3, 24-hour average

Decreased lung function from exposures and exacerbation of symptoms
in sensitive patients with respiratory disease, elderly, and children.

No federal standard

(a) Decrease in ventilatory function; (b) Aggravation of asthmatic
symptoms; (c) Aggravation of cardio-pulmonary disease; (d) Vegetation
damage; (e) Degradation of visibility; (f) Property damage due to
corrosion.

0.15 µg/m3, roll 3-month
average
1.5 µg/m3, calendar quarter

(a) Increased body burden; (b) Impairment of blood formation and nerve
conduction.
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Table 4.3.1

State and National Criteria Air Pollutant Standards, Effects, and Sources

State Standard
(concentration,
averaging time)
In sufficient amount to give
an extinction coefficient of
Visibility0.23 per kilometers (visual
Reducing
range of 10 miles or more)
Particles
with relative humidity less
than 70%, 8-hour average
(10 a.m. to 6 p.m. PST)
Hydrogen Sulfide
0.03 ppm, 1-hour average
Vinyl Chloride
0.01 ppm, 24-hour average
Note: µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter.
* Effective May 27, 2008. Was 0.08 ppm prior
Source: SLOCAPCD 2009 and CARB 9/8/2010
Air Pollutant

October 2014

Federal Primary Standard
(concentration,
averaging time)

Most Relevant Effects

No federal standard

Reduction of visibility, aesthetic impact and impacts due to particulates
(see above)

No federal standard
No federal standard

Odor annoyance.
Known carcinogen.

4.3-5

Phillips SMR Rail Project
Public Draft EIR

Comment Letter B6
4.3 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases

Table 4.3.2

Monitoring Results at the Nipomo Monitoring Stations
2010

2011

2012

Maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm)
Number days exceeded: State
> 0.09 ppm/1-hour
Max 8-hour concentration (ppm)
Number days exceeded: State
> 0.07 ppm/8-hour
Number days exceeded: Federal
> 0.075 ppm/8-hour

.083
0
.075
2
0

.075
0
.071
1
0

.065
0
.060
0
0

Particulates (PM10)
Maximum 24-houUFRQFHQWUDWLRQ ȝJP3)
Number days exceeded: State
!ȝJP3/24-hour
Number days exceeded: Federal
!ȝJP3/24-hour
3
Maximum 24-houUFRQFHQWUDWLRQ ȝJP ) – Nipomo-Guadalupe
Number days exceeded: State
!ȝJP3/24-hour
Number days exceeded: Federal
!ȝJP3/24-hour

55.3
2
0
144.3
45
0

63.9
3
0
123.8
32
0

76.8
10
0
150.4
42
0

.0148
0

.0129
0

.009
0

.023

.005

.007

Pollutant

Standard
Ozone

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)
Daily Maximum NO2 (ppm)
Number days exceeded: State

> 0.18 ppm/1-hour

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)
Maximum 1-hour concentration, ppm – Nipomo-Guadalupe

Notes: The Nipomo Regional Park Station monitors NO2, ozone and PM10. Nipomo Guadalupe values
used for SO2 and PM10
Source: CARB website Air Quality Data, SLOCAPCD Annual reports

Table 4.3.3

Pollutant
O3 – 1-hour
O3 – 8-hour
PM10
PM2.5
CO
NO2
SO2
Lead
All others

Attainment Status of Criteria Pollutants in San Luis
Obispo County
State
Non-attainment
Non-attainment
Non-attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment/Unclassified

Federal
Revoked
Non-attainment in eastern
SLOC
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment/Unclassified

Note: The San Luis Obispo County attainment status is pending EPA action and the new ozone
standard is scheduled for release in the near future.
Source: CARB
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The CARB meteorological data from the Nipomo-Guadalupe monitoring station, approximately
1 mile southeast of the Rail Spur Project Site, is the closest station to the Project Site that has
detailed wind direction and speed information. This data was plotted into a wind rose (Figure
4.3-1) to demonstrate the predominant wind direction and speeds at the Project Site. Figure 4.3-1
shows that the predominate wind blows from the west and northwest 36 percent of the time, and
from the east (east and southeast) less than 20 percent of the time. Wind speeds averaged
approximately 5 miles per hour, with periods of stronger winds above 20 miles per hour
occurring less than one percent of the time.
4.3.1.2

Countywide Emissions Inventory

This section summarizes the countywide emission inventory.
Countywide Criteria Pollutant Emissions
On a regional basis, ozone is the criteria pollutant of significant concern in SLOC, particularly
within the Coastal Plateau. Ozone is a secondary pollutant, formed in the atmosphere by complex
photochemical reactions involving the precursor pollutants of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and reactive
organic gases (ROG) and sunlight.
The amount of ozone formed is dependent upon both the ambient concentration of the chemical
precursors and the intensity and duration of sunlight. Consequently, ambient ozone concentration
tends to vary seasonally with the weather.
NOx is emitted primarily from the combustion of fossil fuels with mobile source producing the
majority of NOx emissions. Table 4.3.4 shows data on the most recent inventory available from
the SLOCAPCD (year 2008). The majority of ROG emissions are also generated by mobile
source fossil fuel combustion, wildfires and through the evaporation of petroleum products.
Particulate emissions are generated primarily from road dust, wildfires and construction
activities.
Although large sources are surveyed and updated each year, the SLOCAPCD performs an
emissions inventory for the majority of permitted sources every 3 years. The last complete
inventory was conducted for 2008 emissions; Table 4.3.4 shows these emissions for ozone
precursors and particulate matter. As seen in the table, the largest sources of ozone precursors are
on-road vehicles, other mobile sources, and wildfires. The largest sources of particulate matter
are wildfires, road dust, construction and demolition, and residential fuel combustion. Petroleum
refining contributes less than one percent of the PM2.5 emissions in the County.
Countywide Air Toxics
Air toxics are substances that may cause or contribute to an increase in cancer or serious illness,
such as respiratory disease. The federal 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) set up a new
nationwide air toxics control program. The federal program focuses on larger industrial sources
that are of the highest national priority, such as chemical manufacturers. State and local air
pollution control agencies adopt measures to minimize Californians’ exposure to toxic air
contaminants (TAC). The State of California regulates TAC in several ways. The Toxic Air
Contaminant Identification and Control Act (AB1807-1983) created a program to reduce the
health risks from air toxics.
October 2014
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Figure 4.3-1

Nipomo Meteorological Station Wind Rose

Note: Wind rose shows the direction that the wind is coming from.
Source: SLOCAPCD meteorological data, Nipomo monitoring station 1994-1996
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Table 4.3.4

San Luis Obispo County Ozone Precursors and PM Emissions by
Source

Emission Sources of Ozone Precursors
Fuel Combustion
Waste Disposal
Cleaning/Surface Coating
Petroleum Production and Marketing
Industrial Processes
Solvent Evaporation
Miscellaneous Processes
On-Road Motor Vehicles
Other Mobile Sources
Wildfires
Total Ozone Precursor

ROG
(tpy)
64
8.1
1,023
372
101
604
1,445
2,623
1,837
1,581
9,657**

ROG
%
1
0
11
4
1
6
15
27
19
16

NOx
(tpy)
586
1.3
0.0
13
37
0.0
258
4,448
7,563*
715
13,620

PM10
PM10
PM2.5
(tpy)
%
(tpy)
2,307
20
1,956
Wildfires
366
3
356
Ships & Commercial Boats
123
1
74
Cooking
34
0
32
Waste Burning & Disposal
639
6
106
Fugitive Wind Blown Dust
3,226
28
321
Unpaved Road Dust
1,789
16
266
Paved Road Dust
1,486
13
150
Construction & Demolition
723
6
150
Livestock
631
6
610
Residential Fuel Combustion
87
1
Mineral Processes
62
Farm Equipment
91
Off-Road Equipment
114
On-Road Motor Vehicle
9
Petroleum Refining
11,410
4,298
Total PM
Notes: * 4,587 tons of this is ships and commercial boats – ARB area source offshore
** Excludes biogenic and geogenic sources
Source: SLOCAPCD 2008 Emission Inventory
Emission Sources of Particulate Matter

NOx
%
4
0
0
0
0
0
2
33
56
5

PM2.5
%
46
8
2
1
2
7
6
3
3
14
1
2
3
0

This law expanded CARB authority to evaluate and control air toxics. An additional state law,
the Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act (AB2588-1987) supplements the
original legislation by requiring a statewide air toxics inventory and notifying local residents of
significant risks from nearby sources. A 1992 amendment to the law (SB1731) requires that risks
be reduced from these sources.
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The CARB has identified asbestos as a TAC. In its natural state, asbestos occurs throughout
many areas. Serpentine is a very common rock type in California and was identified by the
CARB as having the potential to contain naturally occurring asbestos. Under the CARB Air
Toxics Control Measure (ATCM) for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining
Operations, prior to any grading activities at a site, a geologic analysis is necessary to determine
if serpentine rock is present. Grading projects larger than 1 acre in serpentine rock would require
prior SLOCAPCD approval of an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan and an Asbestos Health and
Safety Program.
Serpentine rock is found in many regions of SLOC, including coastal areas, as far inland as Paso
Robles, and the extreme eastern area along the San Andreas Fault. Figure 4.3-2 shows areas
subject to the naturally occurring asbestos ATCM requirements. The Project Site is within one of
these general areas that may include asbestos-containing rock.
Figure 4.3-2

Areas Requiring Asbestos ATCM Geological Analysis and Requirements

Source: SLOCAPCD Website

Fugitive Dust
The project is located in an area that has historically been subject to poor air quality conditions
(e.g., exceeds the state PM10 standard over 70 times per year) due to high northwesterly winds
and blowing sand and dust across the Oceano dunes.
A study performed by the SLOCAPCD, the South County Phase 2 Particulate Study, evaluated
whether impacts from off-road vehicle activities at the Oceano Dunes State Vehicle Recreational
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Area (SVRA), the Phillips Refinery coke piles, and adjacent agricultural fields were contributing
to the particulate problems on the Nipomo Mesa (SLOCAPCD 2010). As the SVRA is upwind of
the Nipomo Mesa; the study data includes the SVRA in the area that is the major source of
particulates on the Nipomo Mesa. Average weekend and weekday particulate measurements
taken on the Nipomo Mesa over the past 12 years were analyzed to determine whether there were
higher PM levels on the weekends, which would be relevant to the typically higher weekend offroad vehicle activity at the SVRA.
The analysis found higher weekend concentrations at one monitoring station but the data were
not conclusive. The Phase 2 portion of the study concluded that off-road vehicle activity in the
SVRA is a major contributing factor to the PM concentrations observed on the Nipomo Mesa
and that neither the petroleum coke piles at the Phillips facility nor agricultural fields or activities
in and around the area are a significant source of ambient PM on the Nipomo Mesa.
The study indicates that off road vehicle activity on the dunes is known to cause de-vegetation,
destabilization of dune structure, and destruction of the natural crust on the dune surface. All of
these increase the ability of winds to entrain sand particles from the dunes and carry them to the
Nipomo Mesa, representing an indirect emissions impact from the vehicles. The study concluded
that off-road vehicle activity is the primary cause of the high PM levels measured on the Nipomo
Mesa during episode days.
The study documents the frequent occurrence of unhealthful particulate levels on the Nipomo
Mesa. Even though the composition of the particulates is predominately natural crustal particles,
the health implications are not lessened. All fine airborne particulate matter, regardless of
composition, can cause respiratory distress when inhaled, especially to the very young, the
elderly, and those with compromised respiratory systems. In addition, sand particles from the
Oceano Dunes are high in crystalline silica, a known carcinogen.
4.3.1.3

Greenhouse Gases

The California legislature concluded that global climate change poses significant adverse effects
to the environment (Assembly Bill [AB] 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of
2006). In addition, the global scientific community has expressed a high confidence that climate
change is man-made (i.e., caused by humans) and that climate change could lead to adverse
changes around the globe (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change Climate, IPCC 2007a).
Consequently, the following sections analyze potential climate change emissions that may occur
while implementing the Rail Spur Project.
Global climate change is a change in the average weather of the earth, measured by wind
patterns, storms, precipitation, and temperature. Although historical records show that dramatic
fluctuations in temperature have occurred in the past, such as during previous ice ages, some data
indicate that the current temperature record differs from previous climate changes in both rate
and magnitude (AEP 2007).
Global climate change caused by greenhouse gases (GHG) is currently one of the most widely
debated scientific, economic, and political issues in the United States. Although many groups
agree with the conclusions of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change and the CARB,
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many groups feel the work is lacking. However, in terms of California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) analysis, jurisdictions have developed significance criteria and directed CEQA
documents to analyze emissions of GHG.
Climate Change Background
GHG include any gas that absorbs infrared radiation in the atmosphere. GHG include, but are not
limited to, water vapor, carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), and
fluorocarbons. The warming potential of different types of GHG varies. The global warming
potential (GWP) is the potential of a gas or aerosol to trap heat in the atmosphere. Since GHG
absorb different amounts of heat, a common reference gas, CO2, is used to relate the amount of
heat absorbed to the amount of the gas emissions, referred to as CO2 equivalent, or CO2e. CO2e
is the amount of GHG emitted multiplied by the global warming potential. The global warming
potential of CO2 is therefore defined as one.
The increase of GHG emissions has lead to the trapping and buildup of heat in the atmosphere
near the earth’s surface, commonly known as the greenhouse effect. Put another way, the amount
of GHG in the atmosphere regulates the earth’s temperature. Without natural GHG, the earth’s
surface would be cooler (CARB 2006). Emissions from human activities, such as electricity
production and vehicle operation, have increased the emissions of these gases into the
atmosphere. Emissions of GHG in excess of natural ambient concentrations are thought to be
responsible for the enhancement of the greenhouse effect and acceleration of climate change.
Unlike criteria air pollutants and TAC, which are pollutants of regional and local concern, GHG
are global pollutants and climate change is a global issue.
Climate changes could lead to various changes in weather and rainfall patterns over time.
According to the CARB, potential climate change impacts in California may include loss in
snow pack, sea level rise, more extreme heat days per year, more high ozone days, more large
forest fires, and more drought years (CARB 2006, 2007). Several recent studies have explored
the possible negative consequences of climate change in California. These reports acknowledge
that climate scientists’ understanding of the complex global climate system and the interplay of
the various internal and external factors that affect climate change remain too limited to yield
scientifically valid conclusions on such a localized scale. Substantial work at the national and
international level has evaluated climatic impacts, but far less information is available on
regional and local impacts. In addition, projecting regional impacts of climate change and
variability relies on large-scale scenarios of changing climate parameters, using information that
is typically at too coarse a scale to accurately assess regional impacts (Kiparsky 2003).
The following example illustrates the difficulty of analyzing climate change on a regional or
local level. Climate change modeling consistently predicts increasing temperatures; however, the
ways that increasing temperatures will affect precipitation is not well understood. Studies have
found “considerable uncertainty about precise impacts of climate change on California
hydrology and water resources will remain until we have more precise and consistent
information about how precipitation patterns, timing, and intensity will change” (Kiparsky
2003).
Even assuming that climate change leads to long-term increases in precipitation, climate change
impact analysis is further complicated because no studies have identified or quantified the runoff
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impacts in particular watersheds of an increase in precipitation. Also, little is known about the
effects on groundwater recharge and water quality. Higher rainfall could lead to greater
groundwater recharge, although reductions in spring runoff and higher evapotranspiration could
reduce the amount of water available for recharge (Kiparsky 2003). The Department of Water
Resources and the California Energy Commission have also noted the uncertain effect of climate
change on water supply. In light of this dearth of accurate scientific information, analyzing the
potential impacts a project would have on the regional or local environment is inherently
complicated and only limited conclusions can be drawn. Therefore, the analysis conducted in this
report quantifies the GHG emissions levels but does not attempt to predict actual impacts
associated with these emissions.
Types of Greenhouse Gases
Water vapor is the most abundant and variable GHG in the atmosphere. It is not considered a
pollutant; in the atmosphere it maintains a climate necessary for life. Evaporation from the
oceans is the main source of water vapor (approximately 85 percent). Other sources include
evaporation from other water bodies, sublimation (change from solid to gas) from ice and snow,
and transpiration from plant leaves (AEP 2007).
Carbon dioxide is an odorless, colorless GHG with a GWP of 1. Natural sources include
decomposition of dead organic matter; respiration of bacteria, plants, animals, and fungus;
evaporation from oceans; and volcanoes. Man-made sources of carbon dioxide include burning
fuels, such as coal, oil, natural gas, and wood. The interaction of man-made sources and natural
sources of GHG and how they contribute to the atmospheric levels of GHG is a complex issue.
Current concentrations of CO2 in the atmosphere are approximately 379 parts per million (ppm);
some say that concentrations may increase to 1,130 CO2e ppm by 2100 as a direct result of manmade sources (IPCC 2007). Some predict that this will result in an average global temperature
rise of at least 7.2 degrees Fahrenheit by 2100 (IPCC 2007).
Methane, a gas, is the main component of natural gas used in homes and has a GWP of
approximately 21. Decaying organic matter in forests and oceans is a natural source of methane.
Man-made sources include landfills, fermentation of manure, and cattle. Geological deposits
known as natural gas fields contain methane, which is extracted for fuel.
Nitrous oxide (N2O), also known as laughing gas, is a colorless gas with a GWP of
approximately 310. Nitrous oxide is produced by microbial processes in soil and water, including
reactions that occur in fertilizer containing nitrogen. In addition to agricultural sources, some
industrial processes (e.g., nylon production, nitric acid production) also emit N2O. Nitrous oxide
is used in rocket engines, as an aerosol spray propellant, and in race cars. During combustion,
NOx (NOx is a generic term for mono-nitrogen oxides, NO and NO2) is produced as a criteria
pollutant and is not the same as N2O. Very small quantities of N2O may be formed during fuel
combustion by the reaction of nitrogen and oxygen (API 2004).
Chlorofluorocarbons are synthetic gases formed by replacing all hydrogen atoms in methane or
ethane with chlorine or fluorine atoms. Chlorofluorocarbons are nontoxic, nonflammable,
insoluble, and chemically nonreactive in the troposphere (the level of air at the earth’s surface).
Chlorofluorocarbons were first synthesized in 1928 as refrigerants, aerosol propellants, and
cleaning solvents. However, they destroy stratospheric ozone and the Montreal Protocol stopped
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their production in the 1990s. Fluorocarbons have a global warming potential between 140 and
11,700, with HFC-152a at the low end and HFC-23 at the higher end.
Sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) is an inorganic, odorless, colorless, nontoxic, nonflammable gas. Its
global warming potential of 23,900 is the highest of any gas. Sulfur hexafluoride is used for
insulation in electric power transmission and distribution equipment, in the magnesium industry,
in semiconductor manufacturing, and as a tracer gas for leak detection.
Table 4.3.5 shows a range of gases that contribute to GHG warming with their associated global
warming potential. The table also shows their estimated lifetime in the atmosphere and the global
warming potential.
Although ozone is a GHG, unlike the other GHG, ozone in the troposphere is relatively shortlived and therefore is not global in nature. According to the CARB, it is difficult to determine
accurately the contribution of ozone precursors (NOx and VOC) to global climate change (CARB
2006).
Table 4.3.5

Global Warming Potential of Various Gases
Life in the
Atmosphere
(years)
50-200
12
120
264
32.6
14.6
48.3
1.5
36.5
209
17.1
50,000
10,000
2,600
3,200
3,200

Gas
Carbon Dioxide
Methane
Nitrous Oxide
HFC-23
HFC-125
HFC-134a
HFC-143a
HFC-152a
HFC-227ea
HFC-236fa
HFC-4310mee
CF4
C2F6
C4F10
C6F14
SF6
Note: GWP = global warming potential
Source: EPA 2007

20-year GWP
(average)
1
21
310
11,700
2,800
1,300
3,800
140
2,900
6,300
1,300
6,500
9,200
7,000
7,400
23,900

Calculation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions
The quantification of GHG emissions associated with a Project can be complex and relies on a
number of assumptions. GHG emissions are global because emissions from one location could
affect the entire planet, and they are not limited to local impacts. Therefore, offsite impacts, such
as vehicle emissions and other associated transportation emissions, are included.
Emissions are generally classified as either direct or indirect. Direct emissions are associated
with the production of GHG emissions at the Project Site. These include the combustion of
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natural gas in heaters or stoves, the combustion of fuel in engines and construction vehicles, and
fugitive emissions from valves and connections, which include methane as a component.
Indirect emissions include the emissions from vehicles (both gasoline and diesel) delivering
materials and equipment to the site and the use of electricity. Electricity also produces GHG
emissions because fossil fuels generate some electricity.
This report utilizes the California Air resources Board Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse Gas
Emissions method to calculate GHG emissions (CARB 2012).
To quantify the emissions associated with electrical generation, the CalEEMod factors for the
San Luis Obispo area are used.
Indirect GHG emissions associated with trash hauling and other services that might visit the Rail
Spur Project Site are incorporated through the inclusion of the travel of diesel trucks that would
visit and service the Project Site.
National Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Fossil fuel combustion is responsible for the vast majority of the United State’s GHG emissions,
and CO2 is the primary GHG. In 2011, total US GHG emissions were 6,702 million metric tons
of carbon equivalent (MMTCE). GHG emissions peaked at 7,263 in 2007. In 2011,
approximately 26 percent of GHG emissions were associated with transportation, approximately
32 percent were associated with electricity generation and 12 percent were associated with
industrial.
Statewide Greenhouse Gas Emissions
With a population of 33 million, California is the most populous state in the United States. In
2010, California produced 452 MMTCE of GHG emissions (CARB 2013). Figure 4.3-3 shows
the breakdown of California GHG emissions since 2000. The transportation sector is the single
largest contributor of California’s GHG emissions, producing 38 percent of the State’s total
GHG emissions in 2010. In contrast, electrical generation produced more than half that, at 21
percent.
Warming of the climate system is unequivocal, as is now evident from observations of increases
in global average air and ocean temperatures, widespread melting of snow and ice and rising
global average sea level. The linear warming trend over the 50 years from 1956 to 2005 (0.13 °C
per decade) is nearly twice that for the 100 years from 1906 to 2005. Global average sea level
rose at an average rate of 1.8 mm per year over 1961 to 2003 and at an average rate of about 3.1
mm per year from 1993 to 2003 (IPCC 2007).
AB 32 addresses the results of studies conducted by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC 2001, 2007) that examined a range of scenarios that estimated an increase in
globally averaged surface temperature of 0.5 to 11.5°F over the period 1990 to 2100 with ocean
rise between 0.6 to 1.9 feet over the same timeframe.
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Figure 4.3-3

California Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Notes: Fossil fuel use includes electricity generation.
Source: CARB website

The IPCC Studies (2007) indicate that “In order to stabilize the concentration of GHGs in the
atmosphere, emissions would need to peak and decline thereafter. The lower the stabilization
level, the more quickly this peak and decline would need to occur”. The studies also found that
stabilization of atmospheric CO2 concentrations at less than 450 ppm would limit temperature
rise to less than 3.6°F by the year 2100 and would require global anthropogenic CO2 emissions
to drop below the year 1990 levels within a few decades (by 2020). If GHG emissions, and
atmospheric CO2 levels, were kept to this “Category I” level (producing increases in global
average temperature of less than 1.8-5.4 °F above 1980-1999 levels) impacts to gross domestic
product (GDP) are projected to “produce market benefits in some places and sectors while, at the
same time, imposing costs in other places and sectors” (IPCC 2007). Higher levels of CO2,
ranging above 700 ppm with corresponding temperature increases of 7°F, could cause a
reduction in global GDP of more than 5%, with regional losses substantially higher. Therefore,
stabilizing GHG emissions levels at 1990 levels over the next 2 decades would reduce the
impacts of climate change to levels that would produce nominal changes in global average GDP
and would be less than significant.
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4.3.1.4

Current Emissions from Refinery Operations

Emissions produce impacts associated with criteria pollutant emissions, emissions of GHG and
emissions of toxic materials.
SMR Criteria Pollutant Emissions
Current operations at the Refinery produced criteria emissions associated with a range of
equipment types and operations, including:
x
x

Combustion sources, including diesel pumps and compressors, heaters, boiler, generators,
incinerators and flares (emergency use only);

x

Fugitive emissions from pumps, valves, and connections;

x

Coke handling and storage; and

x

Fugitive emissions from hydrocarbon tanks;

Other miscellaneous sources, including solvent use, oily water treatment, cooling towers, and
sulfur pit vents.

The Refinery reports emissions from these sources to the SLOCAPCD annually. Table 4.3.6
summarizes the emissions for these sources for the operations of the Refinery operating at the
permit level of throughput (prior to the completion of the Throughput Increase Project, which
would increase some equipment emissions by up to 10%).
Offsite criteria emissions include the emissions from vehicles used to transport employees and
from vehicles used to transport coke, sulfur, and other materials delivered to or exported by the
Refinery. These emissions include:
x
x
x
x
x

Emissions from trucks and trains used to transport coke;
Emissions from trucks used to transport sulfur;
Emissions associated with transport of crude oil to the Santa Maria Pump Station to be
delivered by pipeline to the Refinery;
Emissions from trucks associated with normal materials shipments and employee duties; and
Emissions from employee vehicles.

Table 4.3.7 shows emissions from offsite vehicle trips. Trucks delivering crude oil from several
locations to the Santa Maria Pump Station create emissions. The weighted-average distance of
these deliveries is 66 miles one way, from as far north as the San Ardo fields in Monterey
County (83 miles) and south to Casmalia.
The Nipomo Mesa is located in an area that is impacted by periods of high particulate matter
concentrations. The SLOCAPCD has been investigating the source of the high particulate matter
concentrations on the Nipomo Mesa for the past decade.
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Table 4.3.6

Refinery Emissions Permit Level – Annual and Daily

Source: Phillip66 Throughput Increase EIR current (2013) permit level (44,500bpd) without throughput increase.
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Table 4.3.7

Offsite Vehicle Emissions – Within and Outside of San Luis Obispo County

Source: Data derived from SLOCAPCD and Phillips 66 Refinery Throughput EIR. Refinery is operating at the permit level of throughput in 2013 (44,500 bpd)
without throughput increase.
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Several studies performed by the SLOCAPCD in the Nipomo Mesa area have shown the source
of the elevated particulate matter (PM) pollution to be windblown dust from the open sand areas
of the Oceano Dunes State Vehicular Recreation Area (SVRA). The studies provided a
comprehensive picture of the characteristics of a typical dust event. On November 16, 2011, the
APCD Board approved the Coastal Dunes Dust Control Rule 1001 to require implementation of
dust control measures on coastal dunes where vehicle activity occurs, to mitigate the impacts of
the blowing dust. Mitigation efforts are currently underway.
SMR Operations Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Operations at the Refinery in the baseline year produced GHG emissions associated with a range
of equipment types and operations, as shown in Table 4.3.6. Table 4.3.8 summarizes Refinery
GHG emissions, which the Refinery voluntarily submits to the SLOCAPCD.
Table 4.3.8

Greenhouse Gas Emissions - Refinery Operations at Permit Level, metric tonnes

Source Type

CO2

N 2O

CH4

SF6

Total CO2
Equivalent
Emissions

Stationary Combustion
Coke Processing (Calciner)
Mobile Combustion
Refrigerant Usage
Sulfur Recovery
Water Processes
VOC Fugitives
SF6 Usage
Purchased Electricity

Refinery
238,905
0
751
0
8,743
0
0
0
6,256

0.4
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.2
0.0
0.0
0.0

4.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
1.5
0.5
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

239,129
0
780
20
8,743
105
11
0
6,265

TOTAL REFINERY

254,655

0.7

6.1

0.0

255,052

Offsite Mobile
Workers commuting
568
0.0
0.0
0.0
577
LDT trucks - misc Refinery deliveries
57
0.0
0.0
0.0
60
HHDT Trucks - coke export
9,514
0.1
0.1
0.0
9,560
HHDT Trucks - sulfur export
725
0.0
0.0
0.0
729
HHDT Trucks - crude deliveries to SMPS
1,734
0.0
0.0
0.0
1,742
Locomotives to Long Beach
678
0.1
0.0
0.0
696
TOTAL MOBILE
13,276
0.3
0.3
0.0
13,362
TOTAL
268,415
Notes: Mobile combustion is emission related to Refinery operations, including employees, equipment or materials
delivery, transport and movement of crude oil to the SMPS. Data is derived from 2009 Offsite Mobile data for this
part of the table. The Calciner shut down in 2007. Emissions estimated at the refinery permit level from 2007 data.
Source: SLOCAPCD spreadsheets with data derived from Phillips 66 submittals. Permit level is the 44,500 bpd
before the Refinery throughput modifications.
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GHG emissions associated with employees commuting and offsite movement of sulfur, coke,
and miscellaneous materials are not included in the inventories submitted to the SLOCAPCD.
These emissions levels, also shown in Table 4.3.8, are calculated separately.
SMR Toxic Emissions
Toxic emissions are associated with operations at the Refinery as well as emissions from diesel
truck operating along area roadways. Refinery emissions of toxic materials are estimated by the
Refinery and submitted to the SLOCAPCD along with modeling of cancer, acute, and chronic
impacts at locations near the Refinery. These estimates are required by regulation, particularly
the AB2588 requirements.
A toxic emission inventory was developed for the Refinery in 2004, which included only
stationary sources at the SMR and also included operations such as the calciner, which have
since been shut down. The 2004 inventory was used in a 2007 health risk assessment prepared
by Phillips 66 (previously ConocoPhillips) which utilized the California Air Resources Board’s
Hotspots Analysis and Reporting Program model to assess the cancer, chronic, and acute health
risk impacts.
The primary cause of health risk impacts at the Refinery in 2004 was determined to be the dieselcooling water pump. In 2005, a diesel oxidation catalyst (DOC) was reportedly installed on the
diesel cooling water pump to reduce diesel particulate emissions by 30 percent. The installation
of the DOC and shutdown of calcining operations resulted in a reduction in health risk levels to
15 cancer cases per one million at the Refinery boundary (ConocoPhillips 2007).
Since 2004, several additional changes at the Refinery have reduced toxic emissions, including
shutting down the calciner, installation of various DOC and diesel particulate filters (DPF) on
several diesel engines, and reductions in fugitive emissions with a more rigorous fugitive
emissions control program. Additionally, the SLOCAPCD reported that the diesel cooling water
pump has been replaced by a natural gas engine with catalyst, which has reduced risk levels by at
least 80 percent. This would reduce cancer health risk levels to approximately five cases per one
million. The estimation of cancer risk levels is based upon a person being exposed to the air
toxin at one location from the third-trimester of pregnancy through the 70th year of life, and
assumes that the person is at this same location for an average of about 73 percent of the time.
As part of the Phillips 66 Throughput Increase FEIR, the Applicant prepared and submitted a
revised HRA utilizing 2010 emission data and assumptions about the operating characteristics of
the Refinery if it were to operate at the increased throughput levels. The revised HRA indicated
that the highest cancer risks at the facility fence line would be 2.1 in a million, and that chronic
and acute risks would be 0.02 and 0.38, respectively. These levels are less than the health risk
thresholds of 10 in one million (for cancer) and 1.0 HI for acute and chronic impacts and would
be less than significant. The main driver in this health risk assessment was diesel particulate
emissions associated with diesel engines at the refinery.
The Phillips 66 Throughput Project EIR assessed the health risks associated with truck traffic to
and from the SMR. Health risks were estimated at 3-5 cases per millions along Highway 1 near
Willow Road. Since the Throughput EIR, the Willow Road/Highway 101 interchange has been
completed and the SMR traffic utilized that route instead of the Highway 1 route to the south.
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This would shift the health risks associated with the SMR truck traffic to along Willow Road
instead of Highway 1 south of Willow Road. An average of 49 round truck trips per day at the
SMR was used in the baseline analysis, as per the Throughput EIR.
The California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, which produces the
guidelines for conducting health risk assessments and the HARP model, released a report in 2012
(OEHHA 2012) which updated health risk exposure assessment methods related to health risk
assessments to account for the increased sensitivity and breathing rates of children and younger
adults. The report defined updated breathing rates on a per kilogram basis for children which
caused an increase in health risk for children by over 2.7 times as much as the current model.
The OEHHA report also added an age sensitivity factor to account for children ranging in age
from between 3 and 10. The report also adjusted the "fraction of time at home" value to be age
dependant. In combination, these adjustments cause the cancer risk estimates to increase
substantially. Including all three factors, the baseline cancer risks for the SMR would increase at
least 1.8 times over the current HARP model version 1.4f estimates for constant-rate emission
sources and 2.4 times as much for trucks (which have higher emissions in the earlier years).
These changes will be included in an OEHHA updated HARP model, which is expected
sometime in January 2015. The OEHHA adjustments do not affect the acute and chronic risk
assessments.
If these adjustments are applied to the current refinery and associated mobile sources the cancer
risk would be 12.2 in a million at the nearest sensitive receptor (assuming a 30 year exposure
duration, as per OEHHA Guidelines), which is above the SLOCAPCD threshold. This receptor
is affected primarily by trucks entering and leaving the SMR. The cancer risk contours for the
existing SMR with the OEHHA adjustments are shown in Figure 4.3-4.
SMR Odor Emissions
Several activities at the SMR, including sulfur handling, combustion of sulfurous gases, and
fugitive emissions from leaking components, could produce odors in the surrounding residential
and industrial areas. The SMR was under an Abatement Order from 1989 to 1993 from the
SLOCAPCD. As a result of that order, plant and process modifications were made to
significantly reduce emissions and odors. A fugitive emissions program implemented in 2007
reduced emissions from leaking components. The 2007 shutdown of the Calciner Plant also
reduced the combustion and emissions of sulfurous gases.
The SLOCAPCD investigates and compiles odor complaints for the SMR. Over the past 12
years, the SLOCAPCD recorded approximately 7.5 complaints per year on average, and
SLOCAPCD staff verified 3.3 per year were attributable to the SMR. Complaints peaked at 20
in 2008, when the SLOCAPCD verified 11 complaints. In addition, the SMR has received, on
average, 2.8 SLOCAPCD notices of violation per year over the past 17 years, for issues ranging
from failure to submit appropriate plans to emissions levels that exceed permit values. One
notice of violation was issued for odor nuisance in 17 years.
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Figure 4.3-4

Cancer Health Risk Baseline Current Operations

PMI-Point of Maximum Impact
Based upon OEHHA adjusted factors.
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Santa Maria Pump Station Criteria Pollutant Emissions
Current operations at the Santa Maria Pump Station (SMPS) produced criteria emissions
associated with a range of equipment types and operations, including:
x
x

Unloading of crude oil trucks;

x

Tank heater boilers;

x

Emergency standby engines;

x

Tank storage of crude oil (80,000 bbls) from truck offloading only; and
Fugitive emissions from pumps, valves, and connections.

According to the Santa Barbara County APCD permits (PTO 08218r8, 11754r2) and annual
emission reports (for 2010), the SMPS has a permit truck unloading throughput limit of 26,000
barrels per day (bpd) as well as limits on the boiler heat inputs (502 mmbtu/day). Permit limits
on NOx and ROC are 12.35 and 26.82 lbs/day, respectively. In 2010, the maximum average
monthly throughput at the SMPS was 6,847 bpd of crude oil through the truck unloading rack.
4.3.2

Regulatory Setting

Federal, state, and local agencies have established standards and regulations that govern the Rail
Spur Project. The following sections summarize the regulatory setting for air quality that apply
to new development within the local air basin and the historic and most recent efforts on
addressing GHG emissions.
4.3.2.1

Air Quality

Federal Regulations
The Clean Air Act of 1970 directs attainment and maintenance of the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS). The 1990 Amendments to this Act included new provisions that
address air pollutant emissions that affect local, regional, and global air quality. The EPA is
responsible for implementing the Clean Air Act and establishing the NAAQS for criteria
pollutants. In 1997, the EPA adopted revisions to the Ozone and Particulate Matter Standards in
the Clean Air Act. These revisions included 8-hour ozone standards and particulate matter
standards for PM2.5. However, in May of 1999 the US Court of Appeals for the District of
Columbia remanded the ozone standards. In January 2001, the EPA issued a “Proposed
Response to Remand” that declared the revised ozone standard should remain at 0.08 ppm, as
established with the 1997 revisions. In March 2001, the US Supreme Court upheld the
constitutionality of the Clean Air Act as the EPA interpreted it, setting health-protective air
quality standards for ground-level ozone and particulate matter. In April 2004, the EPA issued its
Final Nonattainment Area Designations for Eight-Hour Ozone Standard.
Air Quality Management Plan
Under the provisions of the Clean Air Act, the EPA requires each state that has not attained the
NAAQS to prepare an Air Quality Management Plan, which is a separate local plan detailing
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how to meet the federal standards. The governor of each state designates a local agency to
prepare these plans, which are then incorporated into a State Implementation Plan.
Emission Standards for Non-Road Diesel Engines
To reduce emissions from non-road diesel equipment, the EPA established a series of
increasingly strict emission standards for new non-road diesel engines. Tier 1 standards were
phased in from 1996 to 2000 (year of manufacture), depending on the engine horsepower
category. Tier 2 standards were phased in from 2001 to 2006. Tier 3 standards were phased in
from 2006 to 2008. Tier 4 standards, which likely will require add-on emission control
equipment, will be phased in from 2008 until 2015. These standards will apply to construction
equipment.
Project-Specific Rules
Federal rules applicable to the Rail Spur Project are outlined in the Refinery Title 5 permit, pages
iii-iv PTO 44-50.
Federal Regulation of Locomotives
Section 213 of the Federal Clean Air Act directs EPA to adopt emissions standards applicable to
new locomotives and new engines used in locomotives. EPA promulgated the regulation in 1998
(Title 40 part 1033) with an update in 2008. The regulation establishes emission standards
consisting of several tiers (Tier 0 through 4), applicable to remanufactured and new locomotives
as specified in the Final EPA National Locomotive Rule, with the tiers being phased in over a
number of years. Locomotive engines are required to meet the specific Tier level when they are
either originally manufactured or are remanufactured. The Tier level is a function of the
locomotive original manufacture date. The 2008 Revised regulation Tier levels are labeled a "+"
(such as Tier 0+) to indicate the updated 2008 levels. For example, for a locomotive originally
manufactured in 1995 and remanufactured in 2006, it would have to meet the Tier 0 standard. A
locomotive originally manufactured in 2003 and remanufactured in 2011 would have to meet the
Tier 1+ standard.
State Regulations
California Air Resources Board
The CARB has jurisdiction over all air pollutant sources in the state; it delegated responsibility
for stationary sources to local air districts and retained authority over emissions from mobile
sources. The County’s local air district is the San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control
District (SLOCAPCD). The California Air Resources Board (CARB) established the California
Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS). Comparing the criteria pollutant concentrations in
ambient air to the CAAQS determines state attainment status for criteria pollutants in a given
region. The CARB, in partnership with local California air quality management districts,
developed a pollutant-monitoring network to aid attainment of CAAQS. The network consists of
numerous monitoring stations throughout California that monitor and report various pollutants’
concentrations in ambient air.
California Clean Air Act
The California Clear Air Act (CCAA) went into effect in January 1, 1989, and was amended in
1992 (California Health and Safety Code, Division 26). The CCAA mandates achieving the
health-based CAAQS at the earliest practical date.
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Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act of 1987
The Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act of 1987 (AB2588) requires an
inventory of air toxics emissions from individual facilities, an assessment of health risk, and
notification of potential significant health risk (California Health & Safety Code, Division 26,
Part 6).
California Diesel Fuel Regulations
With the California Diesel Fuel Regulations, the CARB set sulfur limitations for diesel fuel sold
in California for use in on-road and off-road motor vehicles. The rule initially excluded harbor
craft and intrastate locomotives, but it later included them with a 2004 rule amendment. Under
this rule, diesel fuel used in motor vehicles, except harbor craft and intrastate locomotives, has
been limited to 500-ppm sulfur since 1993. This sulfur limit was later reduced to 15-ppm,
effective September 1, 2006.
Locomotive Regulations and MOUs
California developed and adopted the 1994 California State Implementation Plan ("1994 SIP") to
attain the federal ozone air quality standard in the South Coast Nonattainment Area and certain
other areas of California. Measure M14 of the 1994 SIP anticipates that locomotive fleets
operating in the South Coast Nonattainment Area in 2010 and later will emit on average no more
than the 5.5 grams per brake horsepower hour ("g/bhp hr") Tier 2 (2005 and later) new
locomotive oxides of nitrogen ("NOx") emission standard included in the Final EPA National
Locomotive Rule. The Measure M14 resulted in a Memorandum Of Mutual Understandings
And Agreements - South Coast Locomotive Fleet Average Emissions Program on July 2, 1998
between CARB, Burlington Northern and Santa Fe Railway Company and Union Pacific
Railroad Company.
On November 18, 2004, the CARB approved new requirements for fuel used in intrastate
locomotives. Beginning January 1, 2007, diesel fuel sold for use in intrastate diesel-electric
locomotives operating in California must meet the specifications of CARB diesel fuel. Intrastate
(diesel-electric) locomotives are defined as those locomotives that operate and fuel primarily (at
or greater than 90% of annual fuel consumption, mileage, and/or hours of operation) within the
boundaries of the state of California.
The Statewide Rail Yard Agreement between ARB, UPRR, and BNSF was adopted in June 2005
and required UPRR and BNSF to reduce diesel particulate matter emissions in and around UPRR
and BNSF rail yards throughout the state by up to 20 percent between 2005 and 2008. The
Statewide Rail Yard Agreement required the preparation of health risk assessments and
mitigation plans, placed limits on the idling of locomotives to 15 consecutive minutes, and use of
low sulfur fuels.
CARB also publishes data that indicates the national locomotive mix of UPRR between the
emission tiers. In 2009 (the most recent data available), approximately 70% of the locomotive
mix of UPRR was Tier 0 or below, with 14% Tier 1 and 16% Tier 2 (CARB 2013).
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4.3.2.2

Local

In 1967, California passed legislation that placed the primary responsibility for controlling air
pollution at the local level. In April 1970, the San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors
formed the SLOCAPCD, which included a decision-making body known as the SLOCAPCD
Board of Directors. Over the past 30 years, the District has adopted and implemented nearly 100
rules and currently has nearly 1,070 individual permits and agricultural registrations, and it
operates 850 facilities. In 1994, revisions to state law changed the composition of the Board of
Directors to include all five County supervisors plus one city council member from each of the
seven incorporated cities.
As part of the California Clean Air Act, the SLOCAPCD is required to develop a plan to achieve
and maintain the state ozone standard by the earliest practicable date. To this end, the
SLOCAPCD developed the Clean Air Plan (CAP). The latest CAP is dated 2001 CAP, adopted
by the SLOCAPCD at a hearing on March 26, 2002, which addresses state requirements by
updating the 1991 CAP (SLOCAPCD 2001). The 1991 CAP, adopted by the SLOCAPCD in
1992, contained a comprehensive set of control measures designed to reduce ozone precursor
emissions from a wide variety of stationary and mobile sources. The 2001 CAP, similar to the
1998 CAP, is mainly a continuation of the 1995 CAP and proposed no new control measures.
Control measures proposed in the CAP include vapor recovery, solvent content reduction,
improved fuel combustion, fuel switching or electrification, chemical or catalytic reduction,
reduced vehicle use, and new source reviews.
The SLOCAPCD also issues annual reports that address issues such as air quality summaries for
each year as well as air quality trends.
The SLOCAPCD developed a number of rules that are potentially applicable to the Rail Spur
Project, including:
x
x

Rule 204 – Requirements (new source review);

x

Rule 401 – Visible emissions;

x

Rule 403 – Particulate matter emission standards;

x

Rule 406 – Carbon monoxide emission standards and limitations;

x

Rule 412 – Airborne toxic control measures;

x

Rule 419 – Petroleum pits, ponds, sumps, well cellars and wastewater separators;

x

Rule 219 – Toxics new source review;

x

Rule 402 – Nuisance;

x

Rule 405 – Nitrogen oxides emission standards, limitations, and prohibitions;

x

Rule 407 – Organic material emission standards;

x

Rule 417 – Control of fugitive emissions of volatile organic compounds;
Rule 420 – Cutback asphalt paving materials;
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x
x
x
x

Rule 425 – Storage of volatile organic compounds;
Rule 430 – Control of oxides of nitrogen from industrial, institutional, commercial boilers,
steam generators, and process heaters;
Rule 431 – Stationary internal combustion engines; and
Rule 433 – Architectural coatings.

4.3.2.3

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Regulations

International Regulations
Kyoto Protocol
The Kyoto Protocol is a treaty made under the United Nations Framework Convention on
Climate Change, which was signed on March 21, 1994. The Convention was the first
international agreement to regulate GHG emissions. It has been estimated that if the
commitments outlined in the Kyoto Protocol are met, global GHG emissions would be reduced
by an estimated 5 percent from 1990 levels during the first commitment period from 2008 until
2012. However, while the US is a signatory to the Kyoto Protocol, Congress has not ratified it;
therefore, the US is not bound by the Protocol’s commitments.
Climate Change Technology Program
In lieu of the Kyoto Protocol’s mandatory framework, the US has opted for a voluntary and
incentive-based approach toward emissions reductions. This approach, the Climate Change
Technology Program, is a multi-agency research and development coordination effort, led by the
Secretaries of Energy and Commerce, who are charged with carrying out the President’s
National Climate Change Technology Initiative.
Federal Regulations
Clean Air Act
In the past, the US EPA has not regulated GHG under the Clean Air Act. However, the US
Supreme Court recently held that the EPA can, and should, consider regulating motor-vehicle
GHG emissions. In Massachusetts v. Environmental Protection Agency, 12 states and cities,
including California, in conjunction with several environmental organizations sued to force the
EPA to regulate GHG as a pollutant pursuant to the Clean Air Act (US Supreme Court No. 051120; 127 S.Ct. 1438 (2007)). The Court ruled that GHG fit within the Clean Air Act’s definition
of a pollutant and that the EPA’s reason for not regulating GHG was insufficiently grounded.
40 CFR Section 98 specifies mandatory reporting requirements for a number of industries. The
final 40 CFR part 98 applies to certain downstream facilities that emit GHG, and to certain
upstream suppliers of fossil fuels and industrial GHG. For suppliers, the GHG emissions
reported are the emissions that would result from combustion or use of the products supplied.
The rule also includes provisions to ensure the accuracy of emissions data through monitoring,
recordkeeping and verification requirements. The mandatory reporting requirements generally
apply to facilities that produce more than 25,000 metric tonnes of CO2 equivalent per year.
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State Regulations and Programs
Executive Order S-3-05
The 2005 California Executive Order S-3-05 established the following GHG emission-reduction
targets for California:
x
x
x

By 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels;
By 2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; and
By 2050, reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels.

The Secretary of the California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) is charged with
coordinating oversight of efforts to meet these targets and formed the Climate Action Team to
carry out the Order. Emission reduction strategies or programs developed by the Climate Action
Team to meet the emission targets are outlined in a March 2006 report (CalEPA 2006). The
Climate Action Team also provided strategies and input to the CARB Scoping Plan.
Assembly Bill 1493
In 2002, the legislature declared in AB 1493 (the Pavley regulations) that global warming was a
matter of increasing concern for public health and the environment in the state. It cited several
risks that California faces from climate change, including reduction in the state’s water supply,
increased air pollution due to higher temperatures, harm to agriculture, and increase in wildfires,
damage to the coastline, and economic losses caused by higher food, water, energy, and
insurance prices. Furthermore, the legislature stated that technological solutions for reducing
GHG emissions would stimulate California’s economy and provide jobs. Accordingly, AB 1493
required the CARB to develop and adopt the nation’s first GHG emission standards for
automobiles. The CARB responded by adopting CO2-equivalent fleet average emission
standards. The standards will be phased in from 2009 to 2016, reducing emissions by 22 percent
in the “near term” (2009 to 2012) and 30 percent in the “mid-term” (2013 to 2016), as compared
to 2002 fleets.
The legislature passed amendments to AB 1493 in September 2009. Implementation of AB 1493
requires a waiver from the EPA, which was granted in June 2009.
Assembly Bill 32
AB 32 codifies California’s GHG emissions target and requires the state to reduce global
warming emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. It further directs the CARB to enforce the statewide
cap that would begin phasing in by 2012. AB 32 was signed and passed into law by Governor
Arnold Schwarzenegger on September 27, 2006. Key milestones of AB 32 include:
x
x
x
x

June 20, 2007 - Identification of “discrete early action GHG emission-reduction measures.”
January 1, 2008 - Identification of the 1990 baseline GHG emissions levels and approval of a
statewide limit equivalent to that level. Adoption of reporting and verification requirements
concerning GHG emissions.
January 1, 2009 - Adoption of a scoping plan for achieving GHG emission reductions.
January 1, 2010 - Adoption and enforcement of regulations to implement the actions.
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x
x

January 1, 2011 - Regulatory adoption of GHG emission limits and reduction measures.
January 1, 2012 - GHG emission limits and reduction measures become enforceable.

Since the passage of AB 32, the CARB published Proposed Early Actions to Mitigate Climate
Change in California. This publication indicated that the issue of GHG emissions in CEQA and
General Plans was being deferred for later action, so the publication did not discuss any early
action measures generally related to CEQA or to land use decisions.
California Senate Bill 1368
In 2006, the California legislature passed SB 1368, which requires the Public Utilities
Commission (PUC) to develop and adopt a “greenhouse gases emission performance standard”
by March 1, 2007, for private electric utilities under its regulation. The PUC adopted an interim
standard on January 25, 2007, requiring that all new long-term commitments for base load
generation involve power plants that have emissions no greater than a combined cycle gas
turbine plant. That level is established at 1,100 lbs/MWh of CO2. The California Energy
Commission has also adopted similar rules.
Senate Bill 97 – CEQA: Greenhouse Gas Emissions
In August 2007, Governor Schwarzenegger signed into law SB 97 – CEQA: Greenhouse Gas
Emissions stating, “This bill advances a coordinated policy for reducing greenhouse gas
emissions by directing the Office of Planning and Research and the Resources Agency to
develop CEQA guidelines on how state and local agencies should analyze, and when necessary,
mitigate greenhouse gas emissions.” Specifically, SB 97 requires the Office of Planning and
Research (OPR), by July 1, 2009, to prepare, develop, and transmit to the Resources Agency
guidelines for the feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions, as
required by CEQA, including, but not limited to, effects associated with transportation or energy
consumption. The Resources Agency would be required to certify and adopt those guidelines by
January 1, 2010. OPR would be required to periodically update the guidelines to incorporate new
information or criteria established by the CARB pursuant to the California Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006. SB 97 also identifies a limited number of types of projects that would be
exempt under CEQA from analyzing GHG emissions.
On January 7, 2009, OPR issued its draft CEQA guidelines revisions pursuant to SB 97. On
March 16, 2010, the Office of Administrative Law approved the Amendments, and filed them
with the Secretary of State for inclusion in the California Code of Regulations. The Amendments
became effective on March 18, 2010.
Office of Planning and Research Technical Advisory and Preliminary Draft CEQA Guidelines
Amendments for Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Consistent with SB 97, on March 18, 2010, the CEQA Guidelines were amended to include
references to GHG emissions. The amendments offer guidance regarding the steps lead agencies
should take to address climate change in their CEQA documents.
According to OPR, lead agencies should determine whether GHG may be generated by a
proposed project, and if so, quantify or estimate the GHG emissions by type and source. Second,
the lead agency must assess whether those emissions are individually or cumulatively significant.
When assessing whether a project’s effects on climate change are cumulatively considerable,
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even though its GHG contribution may be individually limited, the lead agency must consider
the impact of the Project when viewed in connection with the effects of past, current, and
probable future projects. Finally, if the lead agency determines that the GHG emissions from the
Rail Spur Project are potentially significant, it must investigate and implement ways to avoid,
reduce, or otherwise mitigate the impacts of those emissions.
The Amendments do not identify a threshold of significance for GHG emissions, nor do they
prescribe assessment methodologies or specific mitigation measures. The Preliminary
Amendments maintain CEQA discretion for lead agencies to establish thresholds of significance
based on individual circumstances.
The guidelines developed by OPR provide the lead agency with discretion in determining what
methodology is used in assessing the impacts of greenhouse gas emissions in the context of a
particular project. This guidance is provided because the methodology for assessing GHG
emissions is expected to evolve over time. The OPR guidance also states that the lead agency can
rely on qualitative or other performance based standards for estimating the significance of GHG
emissions.
California Air Resources Board: Scoping Plan
On December 11, 2008, the CARB adopted the Scoping Plan as directed by AB 32 (CARB
2008). The Scoping Plan proposes a set of actions designed to reduce overall GHG emissions in
California. Measures include a cap-and-trade system, car standards, low carbon fuel standards,
landfill gas control methods, energy efficiency, green buildings, renewable electricity standards,
and refrigerant management programs.
Since 2008, ARB has updated the projected business as usual (BAU) emissions based on current
economic forecasts (i.e., as influenced by the economic downturn) and GHG-reduction measures
already in place. The BAU projection for 2020 GHG emissions in California was originally, in
the 2008 Scoping Plan, estimated to be 596 MMTCO2E. ARB subsequently derived an updated
estimate of emissions by considering the influence of the recent recession and reduction
measures that are already in place. The 2011 Scoping plan estimates the year 2020 emissions at
507 MMTCO2E (as the BAU estimate).
The 2011 Scoping Plan concluded that achieving the 1990 levels by 2020 meant cutting
approximately 16 percent, compared to the original 2008 Scoping Plan that estimated a 29%
reduction (CARB 2011a). The 2011 Scoping Plan sets forth the expected GHG emission
reductions from a variety of measures, including the Pavley I automobile standards and the
Renewables Portfolio Standard, neither of which were assumed in the 2008 Scoping Plan
(CARB, 2011b).
AB 32 requires that the Scoping Plan be revised every five years; the first five-year revision was
approved by CARB in May 2014. This first revision provides an update on climate science and a
report on progress toward the 2020 target, including achievements of the 2008 and 2011 Scoping
Plans, an update on the inventory of GHG emissions, and an update of the economy and its
potential affect on future emissions’ forecasting. It also addresses post-2020 goals, including
Executive Order S-3-05.
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California Climate Action Registry General Reporting Protocol
The California Climate Action Registry is a program of the Climate Action Reserve and serves
as a voluntary GHG registry. The California Climate Action Registry was formed in 2001 when
a group of chief executive officers, who were investing in energy efficiency projects that reduced
their organizations’ GHG emissions, asked the state to create a place to accurately report their
emissions history. The California Climate Action Registry publishes a General Reporting
Protocol, which provides the principles, approach, methodology, and procedures to estimate such
emissions.
California Air Resource Board Proposed Mandatory Reporting Regulation
The Air Resources Board approved a mandatory reporting regulation in December 2007, which
became effective January 2009 (which appears at sections 95100-95133 of title 17, California
Code of Regulations), which requires the mandatory reporting of GHG emissions for specific
industries emitting more than 25,000 metric tonnes of CO2 equivalent per year.
California Air Resource Board Proposed Cap-and-Trade Regulation
The California Air Resource Board has recently adopted a rule to develop a cap-and-trade type
system applicable to specific industries that emit more than 25,000 metric tonnes of CO2
equivalent per year. The AB 32 Scoping Plan identifies a cap-and-trade program as one of the
strategies California will employ to reduce the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions that cause
climate change. Under cap-and-trade, an overall limit on GHG emissions from capped sectors
will be established by the cap-and-trade program and facilities subject to the cap will be able to
trade permits (allowances) to emit GHGs. The program started on January 1, 2012, with an
enforceable compliance obligation beginning with the 2013 GHG emissions for GHG emissions
from stationary sources. The petroleum and natural gas systems sector is covered starting in
2013 for stationary and related combustion, process vents and flare emissions if the total
emissions from these sources exceed 25,000 metric tonnes of CO2 equivalent per year. Suppliers
of Natural Gas and transportation fuels are covered beginning in 2015 for combustion emissions
from the total volume of natural gas delivered to non-covered entity or for transportation fuels.
Facilities subject to cap and trade are not automatically exempt from the significant evaluation
under CEQA. Proposed projects must quantify GHG emissions and determine the significance of
a project’s environmental impact.
Local Regulations and Programs
County Climate Action Plan
The County adopted a Climate Action Plan (EnergyWise Plan) on November 22, 2011, as a
blueprint for reducing greenhouse gas emissions. Additionally, a Green Building Ordinance to
improve energy efficiency in new and existing development effective January 1, 2013. The CAP
focuses on local actions to reduce GHG emissions through energy efficiencies, including:
retrofitting existing buildings; reversing rural sprawl; and increasing use of non-fossil fuels such
as solar and wind energy (SLOC 2011).
County General Plan, Conservation, and Open Space Element
The County Board of Supervisors in 2010 adopted a comprehensive Conservation and Open
Space Element with a focus on reducing GHG emissions, increasing energy efficiency, and using
local renewable energy.
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SLOCAPCD
The SLOCAPCD adopted GHG thresholds on March 28, 2012 and updated their CEQA
Handbook in April, 2012, to incorporate the new thresholds.
4.3.3

Significance Criteria

According to the April 2012 SLOCAPCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, project impacts may be
considered significant if one or more of the following special conditions cannot be met:
x
x
x
x
x
x

Consistency with the most recent Clean Air Plan for San Luis Obispo County;
Consistency with a plan for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions that has been adopted
by the jurisdiction in which the project is located and that, at a minimum, complies with State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5.
Comparison of predicted ambient criteria pollutant concentrations resulting from the project
to state and federal health standards, when applicable;
Comparison of calculated project emissions to SLOCAPCD emission thresholds;
The evaluation of special conditions which apply to certain projects; or
Construction emissions would exceed the SLOCAPCD Thresholds.

The CEQA Air Quality Handbook defines thresholds for long-term operational emissions and
short-term construction related emissions. Depending on the level of exceedance of a defined
threshold, the SLOCAPCD has established varying levels of mitigation.
4.3.3.1

Operational Thresholds

Table 4.3.9 shows the threshold criteria established by the SLOCAPCD to determine a Project’s
significance and appropriate mitigation level for long-term operational emissions (i.e., vehicular
and area source emissions). Emissions that equal or exceed the designated threshold levels within
SLO County are considered potentially significant and shall be mitigated. For projects requiring
air quality mitigation, the SLOCAPCD has developed a list of both standard and discretionary
mitigation strategies tailored to the type of Project proposed: residential, commercial, or
industrial.
Table 4.3.9

SLOCAPCD Thresholds of Significance for
Operational Emissions Impacts
Pollutant

ROG + NOx
Diesel Particulate Matter
Fugitive Dust Particulate Matter (PM10)
CO

Daily
25 pounds
1.25 pounds
25 pounds
550 pounds

Annual
25 tons
25 tons
-

Source: SLOCAPCD 2012
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4.3.3.2

Construction Thresholds

Use of heavy equipment and earth-moving operations during project construction generates
fugitive dust and combustion emissions that may have substantial temporary impacts on local air
quality. Fugitive dust emissions would result from land clearing, demolition, ground excavation,
cut and fill operations, and equipment traffic over temporary roads. Combustion emissions, such
as NOx and ROG, are most significant when using diesel-fueled equipment, such as loaders,
dozers, haul trucks, compressors, and generators. Table 4.3.10 lists construction thresholds.
Table 4.3.10

SLOCAPCD Thresholds of Significance for Construction
Emissions Impacts
Daily

Pollutant
ROG + NOx
Diesel Particulate Matter
Fugitive Dust Particulate Matter (PM10)

137 pounds
7 pounds
-

Quarterly
Tier 1
2.5 tons
0.13 tons
2.5 tons

Quarterly
Tier 2
6.3 tons
0.32 tons
-

Source: SLOCAPCD 2012

Exceeding Tier 1 emissions thresholds requires the implementation of a listing of standard
mitigation measures and best available control technologies (BACT). Tier 2 requires the
implementation of a construction activity management plan in addition to Tier 1 requirements. If
emission levels cannot be decreased to less than the Tier thresholds, then offsite mitigation may
be necessary.
4.3.3.3

Greenhouse Gases Thresholds

For land use development projects, the GHG threshold is:
x
x

x

Compliance with a qualified GHG Reduction Strategy; OR
Annual emissions less than 1,150 metric tons per year (MT/yr) of CO2e; OR
Annual emissions less than 4.9 MT CO2e/service population (SP)/yr (residents + employees).

Land use development projects include residential, commercial and public land uses and
facilities. This includes amortization of the construction emissions (50 years for residential
projects and 25 years for commercial projects).
For stationary-source projects, the threshold is 10,000 metric tons per year (MT/yr) of CO2e.
Stationary-source projects include land uses that would accommodate processes and equipment
that emit GHG emissions and would require an SLOCAPCD permit to operate. This threshold is
applied to emissions within SLO County.
For construction, the GHG emissions from construction are amortized over the life of the project
(50 years for residential projects and 25 years for commercial projects) and added to the
operation GHG emissions.
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4.3.3.4

Air Toxic Health Risk Thresholds

SLOCAPCD Rule 219, Toxics New Source Review, defines acceptable levels of health risk for
regulated sources. Rule 219 identifies significance thresholds as follows:
The facility-wide risk from any source shall not exceed ten (10.0) in a million for cancer or a
health hazard index (HI) of one (1.0) for either chronic non-cancer or acute health impacts, unless
that facility is included in the Air Toxics Hot Spots program by the District, and the source
simultaneously develops and implements an APCO-approved airborne toxic risk reduction audit
and plan, as codified in Chapter 6, Facility Toxic Air Contaminant Risk Reduction Audit and
Plan, of the California Health and Safety Code.

These thresholds were utilized to evaluate facility-wide risk following the implementation of
TBACT, which could include the use of cleaner diesel engines and implementing California
verified diesel emission control strategies, such as the installation of catalysts.
4.3.4

Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

The Rail Spur Project would generate air emissions due to the following activities:
x
x

Construction equipment internal combustion engines;

x

Operational onsite internal combustion engines (e.g., locomotives);

x

Operational offsite internal combustion engines (e.g., locomotives);

x

Vehicle emissions from automobile and truck engines (both onsite and offsite); and

x

Construction equipment fugitive dust from earth moving and vehicle travel;

x

Operational fugitive emissions (e.g., valves, pumps, vapor recovery canisters);

x

Offsite electrical generation (from electrical loads and use of steam from existing boilers)

Vehicle fugitive dust emissions due to travel on paved, dirt and gravel roads.

The Applicant has proposed a number of mitigation measures to address air quality impacts. As
appropriate, these mitigation measures have been included in the project impact analysis.
The remainder of this section discusses the impact associated with the construction and
operational emissions air emissions related to criteria, toxic and GHG emissions, as well as
operational emissions related to potential odor impacts.
4.3.4.1

Construction Air Emissions

Air emissions of criteria pollutants (CO, ROG, NOx, SO2 and PM) during construction would
result from construction equipment with internal combustion engines (e.g., backhoes, cranes),
and offsite vehicles (e.g., construction employee commuter vehicles and trucks delivering
equipment and materials). Earth moving activities would also generate fugitive dust emissions.
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Toxic emissions associated with construction would be temporary in nature and would not be
located close to sensitive receptors. Therefore, toxic emissions associated with construction
would be less than significant.
GHG emissions associated with construction activities would be generated from onsite
construction equipment internal engines and from offsite vehicle travel to and from the site.
GHG emissions would total 970 metric tonnes of CO2 equivalent (MTCO2e). These emissions
are amortized over 25 years and added to the operational GHG emissions tabulated below to
determine significance. See the operations section below.

AQ.1

Phase

Impact
Classification

Construction

Class II

Impact Description

Impact #

Construction activities associated with the Rail Spur project
would generate criteria pollutant emissions that exceed
SLOCAPCD thresholds.

Air emissions from construction equipment were estimated using the emission factors and
equations from the CalEEMod 2013.2 software models for both onsite and offsite emissions, and
the assumptions on the duration and personnel detailed in Section 2.0, Project Description.
Appendix B includes details on the construction equipment and periods of operation for each
equipment piece.
During construction, a large portion of PM10 emissions typically arises from large pieces of
equipment and vehicles traveling on disturbed soil, unpaved surfaces, and various earth-moving
activities, such as grading and clearing. These emissions are known as “fugitive dust”, and
depend heavily on the size of the graded area, volume of soil moved, the number of vehicles and
construction machinery required, and the duration of construction. The fugitive PM10 emissions
are estimated based on a disturbed area as provided by the Applicant. Emission factors were
used from CalEEMod program for soil moving and road dust.
Table 4.3.11 summarizes construction air emissions. CalEEMod inputs are summarized below:
x
x

Wind Speed and Precipitation data used the SLO County defaults;

x

The utility was selected as Pacific Gas and Electric Company;

x
x
x
x

Climate Zone data used the SLO County defaults;

Construction equipment listings and horsepower are based on equipment listings provided by
the Applicant and verified by the EIR preparer;
Equipment load factors were updated with Carl Moyer 2011 values;
Mobile sources used the defaults;
Mitigations for construction included watering exposed areas 3 times per day for 61%
fugitive dust control, reduced vehicle speeds to 15 mph and the use of Tier 3 engines with
DPM on construction equipment above 100 hp.
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Table 4.3.11

Construction Emissions

Pollutant
ROG + NOx
Diesel Particulate Matter

SLOCAPCD Thresholds
Quarterly
Quarterly
Daily
Tier 1
Tier 2
137 pounds
2.5 tons
6.3 tons
7 pounds

0.13 tons

Project
Daily,
pounds
240.6

Project
Quarterly,
tons
5.51

0.32 tons

8.5

0.23

-

-

0.47

Fugitive Dust Particulate Matter (PM10)
2.5 tons
Notes: Source is CalEEMod. See Appendix B for CalEEMod output files.

The construction project was divided into the following phases in CalEEMod:
x
x

Demolition of tracks with removal of 1,000 yds3 of materials;

x

Grading of the site;

x

Site preparation and construction of the pipeline;

x

Onsite soil and roadway distribution;

x

Site preparation and construction of the rail lines, including delivery of rail, rail base gravel;

x

Construction of the unloading area and buildings including delivery of steel, and processing
equipment; and
Commissioning.

For all of these construction phases there associated offsite vehicle trips for workers and the
delivery and removal of equipment and supplies. The emissions from construction activities
would exceed the SLOCAPCD thresholds for the daily emissions of NOx and ROG, the quarterly
emissions of NOx and ROG Tier 1, the daily emissions of diesel particulate matter and the
quarterly emissions of diesel particulate matter Tier 1. Therefore, impacts would be potentially
significant. There would be no exceedances of the construction thresholds for fugitive dust
emissions.
The project site is located in an area that is designated as requiring a Naturally-occurring
asbestos analysis. As NOA could be present in the soils, and could cause impacts as it would be
associated with the generation of fugitive dust from activities, an Asbestos NOA Air Toxics
Control Measure (ATCM), a Work Plan, Asbestos Dust Control Plan and a Health and Safety
Plan would be required.
Although it is not anticipated, demolition of railroad items, building or piping could encounter
asbestos containing materials (ACM) and would require special handling. During grading or
demolition, hydrocarbon contaminated soils could be encountered and special handling of these
soils would be required.
Mitigation measures to reduce emissions are associated with addressing fugitive dust through
measures such as site watering, vehicle speed limits, maintaining minimum soil moisture, etc.
Measures to reduce diesel particulate matter are associated with the installation of diesel
particulate catalysts or the use of Tier 3 engines.
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Mitigation Measures

AQ-1a

Prior to issuance of grading and construction permits, and throughout project
construction, as applicable, the Applicant shall implement the following construction
emission reduction measures:
a. Properly maintain all construction equipment according to manufacturer’s
specifications;
b. Fuel all off-road and portable diesel powered equipment with CARB-certified
motor vehicle diesel fuel (non-taxed version suitable for use off-road);
c. Use at least CARB Tier 3 certified diesel construction equipment or cleaner offroad heavy-duty diesel engines, and comply with state Off-Road Regulations;
d. Use CARB 2007 or cleaner certified on-road heavy-duty diesel trucks and comply
with state On-Road Regulations;
e. If construction or trucking companies that are awarded the bid or are
subcontractors for the project do not have equipment to meet the above two
measures, the impacts from the dirtier equipment shall be addressed through
SLOCAPCD approved off-site or other mitigation measures;
f. All on- and off-road diesel equipment shall not idle for more than 5 minutes. Signs
shall be posted in the designated queuing areas and job sites to remind drivers and
operators of the 5 minute idling limit;
g. Diesel idling within 1,000 feet of sensitive receptors is not permitted (Sensitive
receptors are defined in the SLOCAPCD Handbook as people that have an
increased sensitivity to air pollution or environmental contaminants. Sensitive
receptor locations include schools, parks and playgrounds, day care centers,
nursing homes, hospitals, and residential dwelling units);
h. Staging and queuing areas shall not be located within 1,000 feet of sensitive
receptors;
i. Equipment shall be electrified when feasible;
j. Substitute gasoline-powered or diesel hybrids in place of diesel-powered
equipment, where feasible; and
k. Use alternatively fueled construction equipment on-site where feasible, such as
compressed natural gas (CNG), liquefied natural gas (LNG), propane, or
biodiesel.

AQ-1b

Prior to issuance of grading and construction permit, the Applicant shall ensure
SLOCAPCD regulations that prohibit developmental burning of vegetative material
within San Luis Obispo County are followed for the life of the project.

AQ-1c

Prior to issuance of grading and construction permit, the Applicant shall ensure that
portable equipment and engines 50 horsepower or greater, used during grading and
construction activities must have a California portable equipment registration (issued
by the ARB) or a SLOCAPCD permit. Proof of registration must be provided to the
SLOCAPCD prior to the start of grading or construction or a permit secured from the
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SLOCAPCD prior to the start of grading or construction. The following list is as a
guide to equipment and operations that may have permitting requirements, but it is not
exclusive:
a. Power screens, conveyors, diesel engines, and/or crushers;
b. Portable generators and equipment with 50-horsepower or greater engines;
c. Internal combustion engines;
d. Unconfined abrasive blasting operations;
e. Concrete batch plants;
f. Rock and pavement crushing;
g. Tub grinders; and
h. Trommel screens.
AQ-1d

Prior to issuance of grading and construction permit, the Applicant shall ensure that
all grading and construction equipment greater than 100 bhp be equipped with CARB
Level 3 diesel particulate filters (DPF), or equivalent, to achieve an 85 percent
reduction in diesel particulate emissions from an uncontrolled engine. If CARB
verified Level 3 DPFs cannot be secured for all of the equipment greater than 100 hp
then the applicant will offset the added DPM with measures including but not limited
to schedule modifications, implementation of no idling requirement, or other
applicable measures providing a total reduction equivalent to an 85 percent reduction
from uncontrolled engines as approved by the SLOCAPCD.

AQ-1e

Prior to issuance of grading and construction permits, or during construction, if
emissions of ROG+NOx with the above mitigations still exceed the thresholds, the
Applicant shall secure SLOCAPCD-approved onsite or off-site reductions in ROG +
NOx emissions to ensure that ROG + NOx emissions do not exceed the SLOCAPCD
quarterly thresholds. Coordination with the SLOCAPCD should begin at least six (6)
months prior to issuance of grading and/or construction permits for the Project to
allow time for refining calculations and for the SLOCAPCD to review and approve
the Construction Activity Management Plan (CAMP) and on-site or off-site mitigation
approach.

AQ-1f

Prior to issuance of applicable grading permit, the Applicant shall prepare a Dust
Control Plan to be approved by the APCD, and include requirements in the
SLOCAPCD CEQA Handbook identified as fugitive dust mitigation measures and
shall include a combination of the following, as approved by the SLOCAPCD:
a. Reduce the amount of the disturbed area where possible.
b. Use of water trucks or sprinkler systems in sufficient quantities to prevent airborne
dust from leaving the site. An adequate water supply source must be identified.
Increased watering frequency would be required whenever wind speeds exceed 15
mph. Reclaimed (non-potable) water should be used whenever possible.
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c. All dirt stockpile areas should be sprayed daily as needed, covered, or a
SLOCAPCD-approved alternative method will be used. (90 percent reduction from
no dust control).
d. Permanent dust control measures identified in the approved Project revegetation
and landscape plans should be implemented as soon as possible following
completion of any soil disturbing activities.
e. Exposed ground areas that will be reworked at dates greater than one month after
initial grading should be sown with a fast-germinating non-invasive grass seed and
watered until vegetation is established.
f. All disturbed soil areas not subject to revegetation should be stabilized using
approved chemical soil binders, jute netting, or other methods approved in advance
by the SLOCAPCD.
g. All roadways, driveways, etc. to be paved should be completed as soon as possible.
In addition, equipment pads should be laid as soon as possible after grading unless
seeding or soil binders are used.
h. Vehicle speed for all construction vehicles shall not exceed 15 mph on any unpaved
surface at the construction site.
i. All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials are to be covered or
should maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard (minimum vertical distance between top
of load and top of trailer) in accordance with CVC Section 23114.
j. Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads onto streets, or
wash off trucks and equipment leaving the site.
k. Sweep streets at the end of each day if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent
paved roads. Water sweepers with reclaimed water should be used where feasible
l. Apply water every 3 hours to disturbed areas within the construction site in order to
achieve a 61 percent reduction in particulate emissions.
m. The contractor or builder shall designate a person to monitor the fugitive dust
emissions and oversee mitigation measure implementation as per SLOCAPCD
approval to minimize dust complaints, reduce visible emissions to less than 20
percent opacity, and to prevent transport of dust off-site. The designated monitor
shall carry out these duties on regular workdays, as well as holidays and weekends
when work is in progress. The name and telephone number of the designated
monitor shall be provided to the SLOCAPCD Compliance Division and the
Department of Planning and Building prior to the start of any grading, earthwork,
or demolition.
n. All PM10 mitigation measures required shall be shown on grading and building
plans.
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AQ-1g

Prior to issuance of applicable grading permit, the Applicant shall submit a geologic
evaluation under the CARB ATCM for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface
Mining Operations, to determine if Naturally Occurring Asbestos (NOA) is present
within the area that will be disturbed. NOA has been identified as a toxic air
contaminant by the CARB. If NOA is not present, an exemption request must be filed
with the SLOCAPCD. If NOA is found at the site, the Applicant must 1) comply with
all requirements outlined in the Asbestos ATCM. This may include development of an
Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan and an Asbestos Health and Safety Program for
approval by the SLOCAPCD; and 2) conduct a geological evaluation prior to any
grading. Technical Appendix 4.4 of the SLOCAPCD CEQA Handbook includes a map
of zones throughout the County where NOA has been found. More information on
NOA is available at http://www.slocleanair.org/business/asbestos.php.

AQ-1h

Prior to issuance of demolition permits, if required, the Applicant shall comply with
asbestos containing material (ACM) requirements. Demolition activities can have
potential negative air quality impacts, including issues surrounding proper handling,
demolition, and disposal of ACM. ACM could be encountered during demolition or
remodeling of existing buildings. Asbestos can also be found in utility pipes and
pipelines (transite pipes or insulation on pipes). If utility pipelines are scheduled for
removal or relocation or a building(s) is proposed to be removed or renovated,
various regulatory requirements may apply, including the requirements stipulated in
the National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants (40CFR61, Subpart M asbestos NESHAP). These requirements include but are not limited to: (1) notification
to the SLOCAPCD; (2) an asbestos survey conducted by a Certified Asbestos
Inspector; and (3) applicable removal and disposal requirements of identified ACM.
More
information
on
asbestos
is
available
at
http://www.slocleanair.org/business/asbestos.php.

AQ-1i

Should hydrocarbon contaminated soil be encountered during construction activities,
the SLOCAPCD must be notified as soon as possible and no later than 48 hours after
affected material is discovered to determine if an SLOCAPCD Permit will be
required. In addition, the following measures shall be implemented immediately after
contaminated soil is discovered: 1) Covers on storage piles shall be maintained in
place at all times in areas not actively involved in soil addition or removal; 2)
Contaminated soil shall be covered with at least six inches of packed uncontaminated
soil or other TPH –non-permeable barrier such as plastic tarp. No headspace shall
be allowed where vapors could accumulate; 3) Covered piles shall be designed in
such a way to eliminate erosion due to wind or water. No openings in the covers are
permitted; 4) During soil excavation, odors shall not be evident to such a degree as to
cause a public nuisance; and, 5) Clean soil must be segregated from contaminated
soil. The notification and permitting determination requirements shall be directed to
the SLOCAPCD Enforcement Division

Residual Impacts

Implementation of fugitive dust measures would reduce fugitive dust emissions. Implementation
of construction equipment controls for diesel particulate matter would reduce DPM to levels
below the thresholds (see Table 4.3.12). Emissions of ROG+NOx would remain above the daily
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and quarterly thresholds without offsite reductions. With the implementation of offsite reductions
through mitigation measure AQ-1e, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation (Class
II).
Table 4.3.12

Construction Emissions- Mitigated

Pollutant
ROG + NOx
Diesel Particulate Matter

SLOCAPCD Thresholds
Quarterly
Quarterly
Daily
Tier 1
Tier 2
137 pounds
2.5 tons
6.3 tons
7 pounds

0.13 tons

0.32 tons

Fugitive Dust Particulate Matter
2.5 tons
(PM10)
Notes: Source is CalEEMod. See Appendix B for CalEEMod output files.

Project
Daily,
pounds
177.3

Project
Quarterly,
tons
3.66

4.7

0.12

-

0.20

The funds identified for ROG+NOx offsite mitigation conditions are used to fund eligible,
quantifiable emission reduction projects through emission reduction programs approved by the
SLOCAPCD Board. When offsite mitigation is needed, applicants secure SLOCAPCDapproved off-site mitigation projects or provide SLOCAPCD the approved funding necessary to
fully mitigate the project’s pollutants to a level of insignificance and those emission reductions
are validated by the SLOCAPCD. If the applicant elects to have SLOCAPCD secure the off-site
mitigation measures, the applicant shall provide an additional 15% to the SLOCAPCD to
administer the emission reduction. The use of off-site mitigation is a useful tool for project
proponents to secure necessary emission reductions and ensure the project’s overall air quality
impacts are fully mitigated. Offsite mitigation project undertaken by the SLOCAPCD could
occur anywhere within SLO County. It is also possible that Phillips 66 could use existing on site
emissions credits that they have secured with the SLOCAPCD resulting from past changes in the
operations at the SMR.
4.3.4.2

Operational Air Emissions

Air emissions of criteria pollutants (CO, ROG, NOx, SO2 and PM) during operations would
result from the operation of locomotives (both onsite and offsite), fugitive emissions from
components and from the vapor recovery carbon canisters, and from vehicles associated with
employees and the transportation of materials. These activities would generate emissions of
criteria pollutants, toxic emissions, the potential for odors, and GHGs. Operational sources may
require multiple SLOCAPCD permits.
Emissions are calculated using spreadsheets included in Appendix B. Emissions from
locomotives are based on emission factors associated with the EPA Regulatory requirements,
EPA estimated average emission factors (EPA 2009) and the UPRR mix of locomotive engines
that could visit the site (CARB 2013). As there is a large range of emission levels that the
current population of locomotives exhibits, for the peak day, the worst case locomotive
emissions are used. For the annual average, an average emission level is used. CARB has data
on the UPRR mix of locomotives in the year 2009. The UPRR locomotive mix in 2009 was 24%
uncontrolled locomotives, 46% Tier 0, 14% Tier 1 and 16% Tier 2. Therefore, for the worst case
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day, it was assumed that all of the locomotives operated by UPRR would be "uncontrolled", or
not regulated by the Federal locomotive requirements (they have not been remanufactured yet
and are older than the 1998 rule).
For the annual average, it was assumed that the locomotives that are operated for the unit trains
would reflect the UPRR average mix using the average emission factors for that Tier locomotive
as defined by the EPA (EPA 2009). This approach is very similar to the approach used by
EMFAC2011 in estimating on-road emissions from autos and trucks.
Calculations
demonstrating the peak and average emission factors are shown in Appendix B.
Below are the assumptions associated with locomotive operations that were used in estimating
the air emissions:
x
x
x

Three line haul engines used on the mainline operating at an average load of 28%;
Two extra line haul engines are used on the mainline between Santa Margarita and San Luis
Obispo operating an average 18% load (mostly for dynamic braking coming downhill with a
low load);

x

Line haul engine size of 4,300 hp;

x

Two locomotives used to conduct switching at the project site;

x

Average line haul speed of 40 mph;

x

Average load during switching of 20% based on EPA data (EPA 1998); and

x

The fleet mix of locomotives used to calculate annual average emissions would be the same
as the UPRR fleet mix submitted to CARB in 2009.
The peak day assumes uncontrolled pre-Tier 0 engines.

Trains servicing the refinery could come from the south or the north along UPRR tracks.
Emissions were calculated for multiple routes to the refinery. Line haul speeds and load factors
for the locomotives are based on EPA (2009), and studies conducted for the Ports of Seattle and
Long Beach (POS 2011, POLB 2011). Details are provided in the Air Quality Appendix (see
Appendix B).
Fugitive emissions are calculated for the following components:
x
x

Unit Train Cars;

x

Unit train car top valves opened during unloading;

x

Drain & Crude Drain;

x

Train Cars Offloading Lines;

x

Offloading Collection Headers & Meters;

x

Carbon canisters (95% removal efficiency as per manufacturers information); and
Pipeline components and delivery to the crude oil storage tanks at the SMR.
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Fugitive component emission factors are based on CAPCOA (CAPCOA 1999) and EPA AP-42.
Emissions would also be associated with the carbon capture canisters, which are used to reduce
ROG emissions from the unloading operation by capturing vapors originating in the loading lines
and equipment during pumping and pump start-up operations. The Applicant provided estimates
of vapor emissions based on loading lines volume and number of operations, assuming a crude
oil vapor entrainment fraction during pumping and the volume of air entrained based on the
volume of the loading lines.
Fugitive emissions from rail tank car top valve could occur if the pumping process is not
continuous (thereby not producing continuous draw into the rail car tank) or the valve is left open
when pumping stops. This emission source was treated as an open-ended line for a period of 5
minutes for each tank car as a worst case estimate. The EPA AP-42 emission factor for light
crude oil was used as a conservative estimate for crude oils that are medium API (over API 20).
Fugitive dust would be generated during operations due to the use of vehicles on the dirt road
accessing the eastern end of the rail spur. These emissions have been included in the operation
emissions estimates.
Offsite vehicle emissions are calculated based on EMFAC2011 model with the following
assumptions:
x
x

Aggregate year 2013;

x

Trucks are a T7 construction trucks with trailer (as a worst case); and,

x

Distances based on CalEEMod for SLO County (13 miles one way);

Average speeds of 55 mph.

The operational truck trips assumed for the air emissions includes 2 miscellaneous truck trips per
week (with a peak of one per day), which would include the removal and delivery of the carbon
canisters as well as delivery of diesel fuel and other miscellaneous deliveries.
The SMR is designed to handle heavy sour crude, to only partially refine crude oil to extract
intermediates and gases, and uses the heavier crude oil components to produce petroleum coke.
The SMR refinery operates on an air permit from the SLOCAPCD (permit #44-52, dated
November 6, 2013). This permit sets crude throughput limits for the refinery as well as emission
and operational limits for the majority of the equipment at the refinery. For example, the permit
sets operating emission limits on combustion devices and heat release limits on fired heaters and
boilers at the refinery.
The SMR, as with all refineries, is similar to other manufacturing facilities that regularly
evaluate their principal manufacturing feedstocks in terms of availability, suitability, and
economics. This is certainly true of the crude oil feedstock used at the SMR. The refinery
processes a range of crude oils from different sources, and the crudes have varied over time. In
addition, the refinery often blends crudes from multiple sources prior to processing to assure the
crude is within the processing design limits of the refinery and consistent with the limits
specified in the SLOCAPCD permit.
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For the SMR, key crude slate parameters that could impact air emissions include the percent of
BETX 1, vacuum resid, sulfur and metals in the crude oil. Table 4.3.13 provides the key
properties of the typical crude blend and range of major crudes processed at the SMR as well as a
range of typical crudes that could be delivered by rail.
An increase in the volatility of the crude oil could cause an increase in the fugitive emissions
from crude oil tanks at the SMR. As the API gravity of the crude is expected to remain in the
mid to heavy range, the fraction of volatile compounds is not expected to increase and fugitive
emissions would be similar under a changed crude oil slate.
BETX are volatile organic compounds that are emitted as part of the fugitive emissions from the
refinery and are an air toxic component that is addressed in the health risk assessment (see
below). Higher levels of BETX emissions can result in an increase in the health risk from the
refinery. As the data in Table 4.3.13 shows, the BETX levels could increase with the potential
crude oil sources that would be delivered by rail.
Table 4.3.13

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

Property

Unit of
Measure

Current SMR Operations
Potential Crude by Rail Sources
Typical
Range of
Access
Peace River
Crude Blend Major Crude
Western
Heavy
Sources
Blend
o
API Gravity
API
18.6
12.2-21.0
22.8
20.4
BTEX Percentage
Volume %
0.81
0.8-0.89
1.25
0.99
Vacuum Resid Percentage
Volume %
43
33-47
42
43
Sulfur Concentration
Weight %
4.2
2.1-5.2
4.0
5.0
Vanadium Concentration
wppm
85
71-118
190
167
Nickel Concentration
wppm
208
41-400
73
56
Total Acid Number (TAN)
mgKOH/g
1.0
0.4-4.0
1.7
2.5
1. Vacuum Resid percentages based upon available distillation curves.
2. Typical blend properties based upon 3-year average.
3. Range of major crudes represent the major sources of current crudes to the refinery and include a number of
OCS and local onshore sources.
4. Both potential crudes by rail are Canadian.
Source: Data provided by Phillips 66, 2014.

The percentage of vacuum resid is a measure of the amount of coke that could be produced at the
refinery. Coke generated at the refinery is transported from the refinery via truck and rail.
Increasing levels of vacuum resid would result in increased trucking and rail transport from the
refinery. As shown in Table 4.3.13 the expected percentage of vacuum resid would remain about
the same as the current operations. Therefore, coke production would not be expected to increase
over current operations with the implementation of the Rail Spur Project changes in crude.
A by-product of the refinery operations is elemental sulfur. The elemental sulfur that is produced
by the refinery is trucked offsite. The potential crude delivered by rail could have slightly higher
1

BETX-An acronym that stands for benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes. These compounds are some of the
volatile organic compounds (VOCs) found in crude oil and other petroleum products.
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sulfur content then the typical crude blend that is currently being run by the refinery. However,
the sulfur would be in the range of the major crude sources used at the refinery. This slight
increase in sulfur content would not be expected to increase emissions from the sulfur plant,
which has strict emission limits within the SLOCAPCD permit.
It is possible that with the rail project crude there would be a slight increase in sulfur truck trips.
The truck trips for sulfur were 1,624 in 2013. The refinery is limited to a maximum of 14 truck
trips per day for sulfur. They are currently averaging about 6 truck trips per day assuming five
days per week for trucking sulfur. Assuming an increase of 0.8% sulfur in the crude by weight
the number of additional truck trips for sulfur would be about 309 per year (about one additional
truck trip per day). This potential increase in sulfur truck trips would be within the truck trips
currently allowed for the refinery (14 truck trips per day).

Impact Description

Impact #
AQ.2

Operational activities associated with the Rail Spur Project
within SLOC would generate criteria pollutant emissions that
exceed SLOCAPCD thresholds.

Phase

Impact
Classification

Operations

Class I

Criteria pollutant emissions from operational equipment are tabulated in Table 4.3.14. A
summary of the criteria pollutant emissions at the refinery and the corresponding SLOCAPCD
thresholds is shown in Table 4.3.15. Emissions include fugitive dust from trucks operating on
the rail spur road, fugitive emissions from rail operations, canister emissions from unloading,
locomotive emissions, vehicle emissions and the estimated increase in sulfur trucks associated
with the potential changes in crude oil.
Emissions of ROG+NOx would be exceeded for both the daily and the annual emissions
thresholds, which would be considered a significant impact. Diesel particulate emissions would
exceed the daily threshold, which would be considered a significant impact. Both fugitive dust
and CO emissions would be emitted at levels below the thresholds. The primary source of the
emissions of ROG+NOx and diesel particulate is the diesel powered train locomotives while
operating on the refinery site and along the mainline.
Mitigation measures to reduce emissions would have to be focused on locomotive emissions as
these are the largest source of emissions associated with the project. There is a large population
of locomotives throughout the country that might be used to haul the unit trains with varying
degrees of emissions levels. It is possible that contractually, the Applicant could require the use
of lower emission locomotives such as Tier 4 locomotives. Otherwise, SLOCAPCD approved
emission reduction credits would be required.
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Table 4.3.14

Operational Emissions within SLOC, Peak Day and Annual
Peak Day Emissions, lbs/day

Source
Fugitive Dust
Fugitives
Canister
Locomotives Onsite
Locomotives Offsite within
SLOC
Vehicles (autos and trucks and
additional sulfur trucks)
Total Emissions at the SMR

Total Emissions within SLOC

ROG
4.00
2.24
27.87

CO
24.23

NOx
243.06

SO2
3.02

PM10
1.32
9.35

PM2.5
0.20
9.07

36.79

44.85

455.55

2.10

21.03

20.39

0.12
34.11

1.65
24.23

2.11
243.06

0.00
3.02

0.07
10.67

0.07
9.26

71.03

70.74

700.72

5.12

31.77

29.72

Annual Emissions, tons/year
Source
Fugitive Dust
Fugitives
Canister
Locomotives Onsite
Locomotives Offsite within
SLOC
Vehicles (autos and trucks and
additional sulfur trucks)
Total Emissions at the SMR

Total Emissions within SLOC

ROG
0.73
0.28
1.47

CO
-

NOx
-

SO2
-

PM10
0.17
-

PM2.5
0.03
-

3.03

22.76

0.38

0.63

0.61

1.71

5.61

37.14

0.26

1.14

1.10

0.01
2.48

0.19
3.03

0.15
22.76

0.00
0.38

0.01
0.80

0.00
0.63

4.20

8.83

60.06

0.64

1.94

1.74

Note: See Appendix B for detailed emission calculations.
Table 4.3.15

Operational Emissions within SLOC and Thresholds
Pollutant

ROG + NOx
Diesel Particulate Matter
Fugitive Dust (PM10)
CO

SLOCAPCD Thresholds
Daily
Annual
25 pounds
1.25 pounds
25 pounds
550 pounds

25 tons
25 tons
-

Project
Daily,
lbs
771.72
30.45
1.32
70.74

Project
Annual,
tons
64.25
0.17
-

Mitigation Measures

AQ-2a

Prior to issuance of Notice to Proceed, the Applicant shall investigate methods for
reducing the onsite and offsite emissions, both from fugitive components and from
locomotives. In addition, locomotive emissions shall be mitigated to the extent
feasible through contracting arrangements that require the use of Tier 4 locomotives
or equivalent emission levels. If emissions of ROG+NOx and DPM with the above
mitigations still exceed the thresholds, as measured and confirmed by the
SLOCAPCD, the Applicant shall secure SLOCAPCD-approved onsite and/or offsite
emission reductions in ROG + NOx and DPM emissions to ensure that project-related
ROG + NOx and DPM emissions within SLO County do not exceed the SLOCAPCD
thresholds for the life of the project. Coordination with the SLOCAPCD should begin
at least six (6) months prior to issuance of the Notice to Proceed for the Project to
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allow time for refining calculations and for the SLOCAPCD to review and approve
any required ROG+NOx and DPM emission reductions.
AQ-2b

Prior to issuance of Notice to Proceed, the Applicant shall implement a program,
including training and procedures, to limit all locomotive onsite idling to no more
than 15 consecutive minutes except when idling is required for safety purposes.
Locomotive idling records shall be maintained and provided to the SLOCAPCD on an
annual basis, along with training materials and training records.

Residual Impacts

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has established emission standards for oxides of
nitrogen (NOx), hydrocarbons (HC), carbon monoxide (CO), diesel particulate matter (DPM) and
smoke for newly manufactured and remanufactured locomotives. These standards, which are
codified at 40 CFR part 1033, include several sets of emission standards with applicability
dependent on the date a locomotive is first manufactured. The first set of standards (Tier 0)
applies to most locomotives originally manufactured or rebuilt before 1993, Tier 1 to 1993-2004,
Tier 2 to those manufactured or rebuilt from 2004-2011, Tier 2+ or Tier 3 to those manufactured
or rebuilt from 2012 to 2014 and the most stringent set of standards (Tier 4) applies to
locomotives originally manufactured or rebuilt in 2015 and later.
Limits on idling would align the locomotive operations onsite with the CARB Railroad
Agreement from 2005, which placed a limit on locomotive idling of 15 consecutive minutes
within rail yards. Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce the idling emissions
by about 65% at the refinery. Table 4.3.16 provides an estimate of the criteria pollutant
emissions at the refinery with the implementation of the mitigation measures (Tier 4 locomotive
and limiting idling to no more than 15 consecutive minutes). A summary of the mitigated
emissions at the refinery and the corresponding SLOCAPCD thresholds is shown in Table
4.3.17.
Use of Tier 4 engines for the locomotives and limiting idling time at the refinery to no more than
15 consecutive minutes reduces the annual ROG+NOx and DPM emissions. Even with this
mitigation ROG+NOx and DPM emissions would remain significant for the peak day emissions.
Even with these emission reductions the Applicant would still need to provide emission
reduction credits for ROG+NOx and DPM. With the implementation of the mitigation measures
including the application of ROG + NOx and DPM emission reduction credits, impacts for
criteria pollutants would be reduced to less than significant.
UPRR maintains a large number of locomotives (more than 8,000 nationwide) with a wide range
of emissions characteristics and Tier levels. The UPRR 2009 fleet-average emission factors
were used in this analysis for the annual emissions in order to accurately assess the potential
impacts when the proposed project would be operating. Since UPRR would own and operate the
locomotives and they are used for interstate commerce, the requirement to use only Tier 4
locomotives may be preempted by Federal law, and therefore may not be a feasible mitigation
measure. In addition, the availability of these cleaner locomotives and the ability of the applicant
to ensure their use is uncertain since the locomotives are owned and operated by UPRR.

Phillips SMR Rail Project
Public Draft EIR

4.3-48

October 2014

Comment Letter B6
4.3 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases

Table 4.3.16

Mitigated Operational Emissions within SLOC, Peak Day and Annual
Peak Day Emissions, lbs/day

Source
Fugitive Dust
Fugitives
Canister
Locomotives Onsite
Locomotives Offsite within
SLOC
Vehicles (autos and Trucks)
Total Emissions at the SMR

Total Emissions within SLOC

ROG
4.00
2.24
2.60

CO
22.18

NOx
31.84

SO2
1.58

PM10
1.32
0.77

PM2.5
0.20
0.75

4.91
0.12
8.85

52.56
1.65
22.18

45.55
2.11
31.84

2.10
0.00
1.58

1.05
0.07
2.10

1.02
0.07
0.95

13.88

76.40

79.50

3.68

3.22

2.03

Annual Emissions, tons/year
Source
Fugitive Dust
Fugitives
Canister
Locomotives Onsite
Locomotives Offsite within
SLOC
Vehicles (autos and Trucks)
Total Emissions at the
Refinery

Total Emissions within SLOC

ROG
0.73
0.28
0.24

CO
-

NOx
-

SO2
-

PM10
0.17
-

PM2.5
0.03
-

2.77

3.55

0.20

0.08

0.07

0.18
0.01

5.61
0.19

4.38
0.15

0.26
0.00

0.07
0.01

0.06
0.00

1.25

2.77

3.55

0.20

0.25

0.10

1.43

8.57

8.08

0.46

0.32

0.17

Note: See Appendix B for detailed emission calculations.
Table 4.3.17

Mitigated Operational Emissions within SLOC and Thresholds
Pollutant

ROG + NOx
Diesel Particulate Matter
Fugitive Dust (PM10)
CO

SLOCAPCD Thresholds
Daily
Annual
25 pounds
1.25 pounds
25 pounds
550 pounds

25 tons
25 tons
-

Project
Daily,
lbs
93.36
1.90
1.32
76.40

Project
Annual,
tons
9.52
0.17
-

If the use of only Tier 4 locomotives cannot be implemented, then the Applicant would have to
provide a larger amount of emission reduction credits for ROG+NOx and DPM. Offsite
mitigation project undertaken by the SLOCAPCD could occur anywhere within SLO County. It
is also possible that Phillips 66 could use existing on site emissions credits that they have secured
with the SLOCAPCD resulting from past changes in the operations at the SMR.
In March 2008, EPA finalized a three part program that will dramatically reduce emissions from
diesel locomotives of all types -- line-haul, switch, and passenger rail. The rule will cut PM
emissions from these engines by as much as 90 percent and NOx emissions by as much as 80
percent when fully implemented. The standards are based on the application of high-efficiency
catalytic after treatment technology for freshly manufactured engines built in 2015 and later.
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EPA standards also apply for existing locomotives when they are remanufactured. Requirements
are also in place to reduce idling for new and remanufactured locomotives. EPA has estimated
that by 2041 the average nationwide emission factors for mainline locomotives would meet the
Tier 4 standards (EPA 2009). This means that even if the County is preempted by Federal law
from implementing the Tier 4 mitigation measure as part of the project for the locomotive
emissions along the mainline, that overtime the locomotive emissions will still achieve this level
due to the EPA emission control requirements for locomotives.
The use of all Tier 1 locomotives would provide about a 15 percent reduction in ROG+NOx
switching emissions and no reduction in DPM over the project estimated locomotive emissions
at the refinery. Use of all Tier 4 locomotives would provide about a 92 percent and 96 percent
reduction in switching ROG+NOx and DPM emissions, respectively.
The use of the rail spur to import crude oil could potentially displace crude oil from other
sources that are currently being used to supply crude oil to the SMR. The majority of crude oil
currently being delivered to the SMR is from offshore, Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) sources,
which are delivered to the SMR by pipeline and electrically powered pumps. Some of the crude
oil is delivered to the SMR via truck through the SMPS. The emissions associated with these
trucks (see Table 4.3.7) are estimated to total about 51 lbs/day and 9.2 tons/year of ROG+NOx
and 1.8 lbs/day DPM within SLO County. Even if these sources of crude oil were completely
displaced, and their resulting emissions eliminated, the emissions from the rail spur and
associated importation of crude oil by rail would exceed the SLOCAPCD thresholds for
operational ROG+NOx emissions.
Since the operation of the crude oil trains at the SMR would be on Phillips 66 property and the
trains would be operated by Phillips 66 the County can require that emissions within the SMR
associated with the trains be mitigated using other onsite/offsite emission reduction credits.
For the mainline rail emissions it is possible that contractually the Applicant could require the
use of lower emission locomotives such as Tier 4 locomotives. However, since these are
operated by UPRR on UPRR track a requirement that the Applicant enter into this type of
contractual provision may be preempted by Federal law. The County may also be preempted by
Federal law from requiring emission reduction credits for main line rail emissions. Due to the
possible preemption by Federal law which could prevent the mitigation measures from being
implemented (outside of the SMR facility boundary), emission reduction credits might not be
achievable and impacts would remain significant and unavoidable (Class I).

Impact Description

Impact #
AQ.3

Operational activities of trains along the mainline rail route
outside of SLOC associated with the Rail Spur Project would
generate criteria pollutant emissions that exceed thresholds.

Phase
Operations

Impact
Classification
Class I

Trains traveling to the Refinery could come from the north or the south using the UPRR coastal
track. Figure 4.3-5 shows the rail routes that a train traveling to and from the Refinery would be
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most likely to follow. The reasons for selecting these routes are provided in Chapter 2.0, Project
Description.
From the UPRR Roseville Yard, the train could follow a number of different routes through the
Bay Area as discussed in the project description and shown in Figure 4.3-5.
Figure 4.3-5

Rail Routes to the Refinery

From the UPRR Colton Yard, the train is likely to follow the route shown in Figure 4.3-5. The
exact route the train would take from points beyond the Roseville and Colton Yard is speculative
since there are a number of routes that could be taken to get to these yards from the California
border.
Mainline rail emissions are calculated for each Air District along the rail route from SMR to the
UPRR Yards in the south (i.e., Colton, California, near Los Angeles) or in the north (i.e.,
Roseville, California, northeast of Sacramento).
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Beyond the two UPRR Yards, trains could travel any number of routes (refer to Figure 2-8).
Also, crude oil delivered to California by UPRR would generally pass through either of these
two rail yards in route to the SMR. While the exact route the trains would take to get to these
two rail yards is speculative, additional emission estimates are provided for points beyond these
yards to the California border at the end of this impact discussion.
Criteria pollutant emissions from the mainline operations are tabulated in Table 4.3.18 by Air
District (see Table 4.3.21 for a comparison with each of air district thresholds). As shown in
Tables 4.3.18. Emissions of ROG and NOx would be emitted at levels above the daily CEQA
thresholds established by most of the air districts along the route. The source of these emissions
would be the diesel powered locomotives. This would be considered a significant impact.
Table 4.3.18

Mainline Rail Emissions, Peak Day and Annual
Peak Day Emissions, lbs/day

Route/Air District
Northern Route Via Oakland
Placer
Sacramento Metro
Yolo Solano
Bay Area
Monterrey Bay

Total

Northern Route Via Stockton
Placer
Sacramento Metro
San Joaquin Valley
Bay Area
Monterrey Bay
Total

Southern Route
Santa Barbara
Ventura
South Coast
Total

ROG

CO

NOx

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

0.38
6.44
13.41
57.82
47.37

0.46
7.85
16.35
70.49
57.74

4.65
79.69
166.05
715.87
586.43

0.02
0.37
0.77
3.30
2.71

0.21
3.68
7.66
33.04
27.07

0.21
3.57
7.43
32.05
26.25

125.4

152.9

1,552.7

7.2

71.7

69.5

0.38
15.83
20.95
37.50
47.37

0.46
19.29
25.54
45.72
57.74

4.65
195.94
259.34
464.34
586.43

0.02
0.90
1.20
2.14
2.71

0.21
9.04
11.97
21.43
27.07

0.21
8.77
11.61
20.79
26.25

122.0

148.7

1,510.7

7.0

69.7

67.6

45.19
24.13
36.79

55.09
29.42
44.85

559.54
298.80
455.55

2.58
1.38
2.10

25.83
13.79
21.03

25.05
13.38
20.39

106.1

129.4

1,313.9

6.1

60.6

58.8

Annual Emissions, tons/year
Route/Air District
Northern Route Via Oakland
Placer
Sacramento Metro
Yolo Solano
Bay Area
Monterrey Bay
Total

Northern Route Via Stockton
Placer
Sacramento Metro
San Joaquin Valley
Bay Area
Monterrey Bay
Total
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ROG

CO

NOx

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

0.02
0.30
0.62
2.68
2.20

0.06
0.98
2.04
8.81
7.22

0.38
6.50
13.54
58.37
47.82

0.00
0.05
0.10
0.41
0.34

0.01
0.20
0.42
1.79
1.47

0.01
0.19
0.40
1.74
1.42

5.8

19.1

126.6

0.9

3.9

3.8

0.02
0.73
0.97
1.74
2.20

0.06
2.41
3.19
5.71
7.22

0.38
15.98
21.15
37.86
47.82

0.00
0.11
0.15
0.27
0.34

0.01
0.49
0.65
1.16
1.47

0.01
0.48
0.63
1.13
1.42

5.7

18.6

123.2

0.9

3.8

3.7
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Table 4.3.18

Mainline Rail Emissions, Peak Day and Annual
Peak Day Emissions, lbs/day

Route/Air District
Southern Route
Santa Barbara
Ventura
South Coast
Total

ROG

CO

NOx

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

2.10
1.12
1.71

6.89
3.68
5.61

45.62
24.36
37.14

0.32
0.17
0.26

1.40
0.75
1.14

1.36
0.72
1.10

4.9

16.2

107.1

0.8

3.3

3.2

Note: See Appendix B for detailed emission calculations.
Annual emissions within each route assume all 250 trains per year use that route.

Air Emissions beyond Roseville and Colton Yards
As discussed in the Project Description (Chapter 2.0), there are multiple routes that a crude oil
unit trains could take to get from the California border to the Roseville or Colton rail yards. The
route that would be taken would depend upon a number of factors including the source location
of the crude.
Table 4.3.19 provides an estimate of the additional air emissions that would be associated with a
crude oil unit train traveling along some of these routes between the California border and the
Roseville or Colton rail yards. These emissions would add to an impact that was already found to
be significant as discussed above.
Depending upon the source of the crude oil, crude oil trains could use any portion of the UPRR
network outside of California. (See Figure 2-8 for a map of the UPRR rail routes in the United
States.) Here again, the exact route that would be taken would depend upon a number of factors,
that could include source of the crude oil, weather conditions, train traffic conditions, etc. Travel
along rail routes outside of California would generate additional air emissions. Table 4.3.19
provides the estimated air emissions outside of California for a hypothetical route between the
Northern California border and the Canadian border.
Mitigation Measures

AQ-3

Prior to issuance of the Notice to Proceed, the Applicant shall investigate methods for
reducing the locomotive emissions through contracting arrangements that require the
use of Tier 4 locomotives or equivalent emission levels. If the mainline rail emissions
of ROG+NOx and DPM with the above mitigations still exceed the applicable Air
District thresholds, the Applicant shall secure emission reductions in ROG + NOx and
DPM emissions within each applicable Air District, similar to the emission reduction
program utilized by the SLOCAPCD, to ensure that the main line rail ROG + NOx and
DPM emissions do not exceed the Air District thresholds for the life of the project. The
Applicant shall provide documentation from each Air District to the San Luis Obispo
County Planning and Building Department that emissions reductions have been
secured for the life of the project prior to issuance of the Notice to Proceed.
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Table 4.3.19

Mainline Rail Emissions Pass the Roseville and Colton Rail Yards, Peak Day and
Annual
Peak Day Emissions, lbs/day
ROG

CO

NOx

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

36.9
12.3

45.0
15.0

456.6
152.6

2.1
0.7

21.1
7.0

20.4
6.8

Total

49.2

60.0

609.2

2.8

28.1

27.3

Total

9.3
11.0
19.1
16.9
30.0
37.3
123.7

11.4
13.4
23.3
20.7
36.6
45.5
150.8

115.4
136.2
236.2
209.8
371.9
462.1
1,531.7

0.5
0.6
1.1
1.0
1.7
2.1
7.1

5.3
6.3
10.9
9.7
17.2
21.3
70.7

5.2
6.1
10.6
9.4
16.7
20.7
68.6

8.9
83.9

10.8
102.2

109.8
1,038.4

0.5
4.8

5.1
47.9

4.9
46.5

92.7

113.1

1,148.3

5.3

53.0

51.4

200.5

244.4

2,482.3

11.5

114.6

111.1

Route/Air District
Roseville to Nevada
Placer
Nevada
Roseville to Washington
Placer
Feather River
Butte
Tehama
Shasta
Siskiyou
Colton to Nevada
South Coast
Mojave
Total
California Border to Canadian
Border

Annual Emissions, tons/year
ROG

CO

NOx

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

1.7
0.6

5.6
1.9

37.2
12.4

0.3
0.1

1.1
0.4

1.1
0.4

Total

2.3

7.5

49.7

0.4

1.5

1.5

Total

0.4
0.5
0.9
0.8
1.4
1.7
5.7

1.4
1.7
2.9
2.6
4.6
5.7
18.9

9.4
11.1
19.3
17.1
30.3
37.7
124.9

0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.2
0.3
0.9

0.3
0.3
0.6
0.5
0.9
1.2
3.8

0.3
0.3
0.6
0.5
0.9
1.1
3.7

0.4
3.9

1.4
12.8

9.0
84.7

0.1
0.6

0.3
2.6

0.3
2.5

Route/Air District
Roseville to Nevada
Placer
Nevada
Roseville to Washington
Placer
Feather River
Butte
Tehama
Shasta
Siskiyou
Colton to Nevada
South Coast
Mojave
Total
California Border to Canadian

4.3

14.1

93.6

0.7

2.9

2.8

40.7

133.6

885.5

6.3

27.1

26.3

Border

Note: See Appendix B for detailed emission calculations.
Annual emissions within each route assume all 250 trains per year use that route.
California border to Canadian Border assumes a hypothetical route via the Midwest.

Residual Impacts

Implementation of the use of Tier 4 engines in mitigation measures AQ-3 would serve to reduce
emissions on the mainline track. Table 4.3.20 provides an estimate of the mainline emissions
with the implementation of mitigation measures requiring the use of Tier 4 locomotives.
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Table 4.3.20

Mitigated Mainline Rail Emissions, Peak Day

Air District
Northern Route Via Oakland
Placer
Sacramento Metro
Yolo Solano
Bay Area
Monterrey Bay
Total

Northern Route Via Altamont
Placer
Sacramento Metro
San Joaquin Valley
Bay Area
Monterrey Bay
Total

Southern Route
Santa Barbara
Ventura
South Coast
Total

Source
Northern Route Via Oakland
Placer
Sacramento Metro
Yolo Solano
Bay Area
Monterrey Bay
Total

Northern Route Via Altamont
Placer
Sacramento Metro
San Joaquin Valley
Bay Area
Monterrey Bay
Total

Southern Route
Santa Barbara
Ventura
South Coast
Total

Peak Day Emissions, lbs/day
NOx
SO2

ROG

CO

PM10

PM2.5

0.05
0.86
1.79
7.71
6.32

0.54
9.20
19.16
82.60
67.67

0.47
7.97
16.61
71.59
58.64

0.02
0.37
0.77
3.30
2.71

0.01
0.18
0.38
1.65
1.35

0.01
0.18
0.37
1.60
1.31

16.72

179.16

155.27

7.17

3.58

3.48

0.05
2.11
2.79
5.00
6.32

0.54
22.61
29.92
53.58
67.67

0.47
19.59
25.93
46.43
58.64

0.02
0.90
1.20
2.14
2.71

0.01
0.45
0.60
1.07
1.35

0.01
0.44
0.58
1.04
1.31

16.27

174.31

151.07

6.97

3.49

3.38

6.03
3.22
4.91

64.56
34.48
52.56

55.95
29.88
45.55

2.58
1.38
2.10

1.29
0.69
1.05

1.25
0.67
1.02

14.15

151.60

131.39

6.06

3.03

2.94

PM10

PM2.5

Annual Emissions, tons/year
NOx
SO2

ROG

CO

0.00
0.03
0.06
0.28
0.23

0.06
0.98
2.04
8.81
7.22

0.04
0.77
1.60
6.88
5.64

0.00
0.05
0.10
0.41
0.34

0.00
0.01
0.02
0.10
0.08

0.00
0.01
0.02
0.10
0.08

0.60

19.11

14.93

0.90

0.22

0.22

0.00
0.08
0.10
0.18
0.23

0.06
2.41
3.19
5.71
7.22

0.04
1.88
2.49
4.46
5.64

0.00
0.11
0.15
0.27
0.34

0.00
0.03
0.04
0.07
0.08

0.00
0.03
0.04
0.06
0.08

0.58

18.59

14.53

0.87

0.22

0.21

0.22
0.11
0.18

6.89
3.68
5.61

5.38
2.87
4.38

0.32
0.17
0.26

0.08
0.04
0.07

0.08
0.04
0.06

0.51

16.17

12.63

0.76

0.19

0.18

Note: See Appendix B for detailed emission calculations.
Annual emissions within each route assume all 250 trains per year use that route.

With the implementation of the use of Tier 4 engines annual mainline rail ROG and NOx
emissions would be reduced. Even with these reductions the criteria emissions associated with
the mainline rail operations would remain significant in some air districts (VCAPCD and
SBCAPCD). All other air districts the emissions would be reduced to below the respective
thresholds. The remaining ROG and NOx emissions could be mitigated by obtaining emission
credits within each of the Air Districts where their respective thresholds would still be exceeded.
However, it is unknown if these other Air Districts could require emission credits since train
travel through their jurisdiction does not require any permitting action. Also it is unknown, if all
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of the potentially affected Air Districts have available emission reduction credits that can be
purchased.
UPRR maintains a large number of locomotives (more than 8,000 nationwide) with a wide range
of emissions characteristics and Tier levels. Since UPRR would own the locomotives, which are
used for interstate commerce, the requirement to use only Tier 4 locomotives and obtain
emission credits is likely preempted by Federal law, and therefore may not be feasible mitigation
measures.
The availability of these cleaner (Tier 4) locomotives and the ability of the Applicant to ensure
their use are somewhat speculative since Union Pacific controls the locomotives and they would
be traveling interstate.
In March 2008, EPA finalized a three part program that will dramatically reduce emissions from
diesel locomotives of all types -- line-haul, switch, and passenger rail. The rule will cut PM
emissions from these engines by as much as 90 percent and NOx emissions by as much as 80
percent when fully implemented. The standards are based on the application of high-efficiency
catalytic after treatment technology for locomotives built in 2015 and later.
EPA standards also apply for existing locomotives when they are remanufactured. Requirements
are also in place to reduce idling for new and remanufactured locomotives. EPA has estimated
that by 2048 the average nationwide emission factors for mainline locomotives would meet the
Tier 4 standards (EPA 2009). This means that even if the County is preempted by Federal law
from implementing the Tier 4 mitigation measure as part of the project, that overtime the
locomotive emissions will achieve this level due to the EPA emission control requirements for
locomotives.
Since AQ-3a may not be implemented due to Federal preemption, and it is uncertain if the other
Air Districts could require emission reduction credits, the impacts associated with the mainline
rail operation would remain significant and unavoidable (Class I).
Health Impacts of Significant and Unavoidable Emissions

Emissions of NOx would remain above the significance thresholds within all Air Districts except
Yolo/Solano. NOx is a criteria pollutant that reacts in the atmosphere, along with VOCs, to
produce ozone. Ozone has a number of health impacts including loss of pulmonary function.
Increases in NOx and VOC emissions associated with the proposed project could cause
incremental increases in the ozone concentrations which could cause an increase in the ppm
concentrations and the number of days per year exceeding the ambient air quality standards.
NOx emissions from the proposed project would be emitted in a number of Air Districts (see
Table 4.3.18), contributing to the pollutants measured at basin-wide monitoring stations. Ozone
formation is a complex and complicated phenomena where emissions from one area could
contribute to increased ozone levels at different locations depending on meteorology and
atmospheric chemistry. The respective Districts have established thresholds of pollutant
emissions from new projects that are based on modeling of the projected emissions basin-wide
and the resulting impact on pollutant concentrations at the monitoring stations. The Districts,
through their respective Management Plans, are pursuing actions that can be implemented over
the next few years to work towards meeting the 8-hour ozone standards.
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In order to estimate the potential health effects of the proposed projects mainline emissions on
the population, the projects emissions are compared to the basin-wide emissions. Basin-wide
emissions of NOx and VOC are shown in Table 4.3.21. The proposed project total NOx+VOC
emissions would total a very small percentage of the total daily emissions within each basin.
This level would cause an increase in the ozone concentration of up to 0.04 ppb and would not
produce a change in the number of days of exceedance annually in the applicable Districts air
quality standards.
Table 4.3.21

Health Impacts of Significant Emissions

Thresholds of Significance
Incremental Mortality Morbidity
NOX
VOC/ROG
Significant?*
per 1,000
Increase in
per 1,000
Daily Annual Daily Annual
NOx
VOC
Air District
persons
ozone, ppb
persons
(lbs)
(tons)
(lbs)
(tons)
SCAQMD
55
55
Y/N
N/N
0.00
0.01
0.01
VCAPCD
25
25
Y/Y
N/N
0.01
0.03
0.05
SBCAPCD
55
10
55
10
Y/Y
N/N
0.04
0.13
0.15
SLOAPCD
25
25
25
25
Y/N
Y/N
0.02
0.06
0.06
MBUAPCD
137
137
Y/N
N/N
0.02
0.06
0.08
SMAQMD
65
65
Y/N
N/N
0.01
0.02
0.03
SJVAPCD
10
10
Y/N
N/N
0.00
0.01
0.01
YSAQMD
10
10
N/N
N/N
BAAQMD
80
15
80
15
Y/N
N/N
0.01
0.02
0.02
PCAPCD
82
82
N/N
N/N
* for unmitigated/mitigated emissions. Incremental ozone and mortality/morbidity based on unmitigated emissions.
Mitigated emissions include the use of Tier 4 locomotives.
SCAQMD-South Coast Air Quality Management District ;VCAPCD-Ventura County Air Pollution Control District;
SBCAPCD-Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District; SLOAPCD-San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution
Control District; MBUAPCD-Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District; SMAQMD –Sacramento
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District; SJVAPCD-San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District;
Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District; BAAQMD-Bay Area Air Quality Management District; PCAPCDPlacer County Air Quality Management District.

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) evaluated potential health impacts associated with
incremental differences in ozone concentrations (CARB, 2005). Most of the epidemiologic
studies used in this EIR have used a log-linear model to represent the relationship between ozone
exposure and the health endpoint. In this case, the relationship between ozone levels and the
natural logarithm of the health effect is estimated by a linear regression. This regression model
generates a beta coefficient that relates the percent change in the health outcome to a unit
increase in ozone. Existing studies have reported either a beta coefficient for a unit change in
exposure or a relative risk (RR) for a specified change in ozone concentrations, such as 10 ppb 1hour maximum. The RR is defined as the ratio of the health effect predicted from the higher
exposure relative to some baseline exposure. Health effect estimates presented in a given study
DV 55 IRU DVSHFLILHGFKDQJHLQR]RQHǻ 2ZHUH FRQYHUWHGLQWRDQHVWLPDWHG beta using the
equation:
ȕ OQ 55 ǻ2
The daily change in ozone at each monitoring site i.e., the difference between current ozone and
WKHVWDQGDUG ǻ2 ZDVXVHGWRFDOFXODWH55
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55 H[S ȕǻ2
Then, the RR estimates were used to determine the population attributable risk (PAR), which
represents the proportion of the health effects in the whole population that may be prevented if
the cause (ozone pollution in our case) is reduced by a given amount. Specifically,
PAR = (RR - 1) / RR
Ultimately, the estimated impact on the health outcome is calculated as follows:
ǻ\ 3$5î\îSRS
where:
ǻ\ FKDQJHVLQWKHLQFLGHQFHRIDKHDOWKHQGSRLQWFRUUHVSRQGLQJWRDSDUWLFXODUFKDQJHLQR]RQH
y0 = baseline incidence rate/person within a defined at-risk subgroup, and
pop = population size of the group exposed.
The parameters in the functions differ depending on the study. In order to establish potential
changes in mortality rates, data from the World Health Organization (WHO), as presented in
CARB (2005) was used to establish the beta coefficient for a unit change in exposure or a
relative risk for a specified change in ozone concentrations, such as 10 ppb 1-hour maximum.
The WHO focused on 15 European time-series studies using all ages. Their meta-estimates
indicate a relative risk of 1.003 (95% CI = 1.001 –   IRU D  ȝJP FKDQJH LQ -hour
ozone. The WHO estimate implies a 0.44% change in daily mortality (95% CI = 0.15 – 0.59%)
per 10 ppb change in 1-hour maximum ozone. Making the conversions, the WHO estimate
implies a 1.13% change (95% CI = 0.38 - 1.51) in daily mortality per 10 ppb change in 24-hour
ozone. The WHO also provided an estimate correcting for possible publication bias using a trim
and fill technique. Under an assumption that bias was present, the adjusted estimate is 0.75 %
(95% CI = 0.19 – 1.32) per 10-ppb change in 24-hour ozone. Potential changes in potential
morbidity rates were based on the CARB (2005) study where Anderson et al. (1997) reported a
relative risk of 1.04 (95% CI= 1.02-1.07) for hospital admissions for Chronic Obstructive
Pulmonary Disease IRUDOODJHVIRUDȝPFKDQJHLQR]RQH7KLVFRQYHUWVWRSHU
ppb change in 1-hour maximum ozone.
Following the methodology described by the CARB (2005), project-related ozone increases are
shown in Table 4.3.21. Adverse human health impacts that are likely to result from the proposed
project’s air quality impacts include an increase in ozone, morbidity, and mortality.
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Impact #
AQ.4

Impact Description
Operational activities at the Refinery associated with the Rail
Spur Project would generate toxic emissions that exceed
SLOCAPCD thresholds.

Phase

Impact
Classification

Operations

Class I

Operational activities would produce emissions of toxic materials from fugitive emissions
sources containing Benzene, Toluene, etc, and from the diesel combustion used for the
locomotives. As part of the EIR analysis a health risk assessment (HRA), utilizing the HARP
(version 1.4f) modeling program, was conducted to estimate the impacts of the fugitive and
locomotive diesel emissions, in combination with the existing SMR emissions, on nearby
agricultural areas and residential parcels. The HARP model is a health risk assessment model
and is recommended in CARB’s Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Rail Yard and Intermodal
Facilities (CARB, 2006a) as well as the CAPCOA HRA Guidelines for Land Use projects
(mentioned in the SLOCAPCD CEQA Guidelines).
Assumptions made in the HRA include the following:
x
x
x
x
x

Used regulatory default options in the dispersion modeling (Stack-tip Downwash, Model
Accounts for Elevated Terrain Effects, Use Calms Processing Routine, Use Missing Data
Processing Routine, No Exponential Decay);
Used volume sources along the rail spur for switching placed end-to-end along the rail spur
line;
Used point sources for the idling locomotive engine with upward plume velocity and
buoyancy;
Receptors located at a spacing of 100 meters out to 6 km;
The emissions associated with unloading were arranged to be concentrated near the
unloading activities. Emissions associated with locomotive switching and idling associated
with train re-arrangement activities were assigned along the rail spur based upon the train
sequencing discussed in Project Description (Chapter 2 of the EIR).

The HRA was prepared in accordance to the methodology in Health Risk Assessments for
Proposed Land Use Projects (CAPCOA 2009), Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing
Cancer Risks from Mobile Source Diesel Emissions (SCAQMD, 2002), and ARB Health Risk
Assessment Guidance for Rail Yard and Intermodal Facilities (CARB, 2006a). The estimation of
cancer risk levels is based upon a person being exposed to the air toxin at one location from the
third-trimester of pregnancy through the 70th year of life, and assumes that the person is at this
same location for an average of about 73 percent of the time.
Meteorological data utilized were from the Nipomo station for 3 years (1994, 1995 and 1996)
obtained from the SLOCAPCD (and used in the 2011 Phillips HRA). HARP files from the 2011
HRA were obtained as a starting point for the analysis.
The BETX levels, which are part of the volatile organic compounds, in the potential rail delivery
crudes could increase from current operations, which could increase the impacts associated with
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air toxic emissions. An assumed increase in BTEX fraction from 0.81 to 1.25% was assumed to
occur at the refinery (see Table 4.3.13), affecting fugitive emissions from tanks and components.
This increase was included in the HARP modeling runs.
The data in Table 4.3.13 shows that there is a potential for the vanadium concentration in the
crude to increase, with the nickel concentration decreasing. The net effect would be a decrease in
the overall heavy metals in crude. Both of these heavy metals end up in the coke, which is
produced at the refinery. The coke is stored in piles prior to being loading on to trucks or rail
cars. As specified in the Memorandum of Agreement for Coke and Sulfur Storage and Handling
Plan, dated May 11, 2011, the coke piles must be kept moist to prevent any dust. As such, the
change in heavy metal content of the crude would not result in any change in the fugitive dust
composition for the coke piles. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant.
Health risks associated with exposure to carcinogenic compounds can be defined in terms of the
probability of developing cancer as a result of exposure to a chemical at a given concentration.
Consistent with CAPCOA guidance, the cancer risk was calculated using an exposure duration of
70 years for residential and 30 years for workers.
The acute and chronic non-cancer risks are adverse health effects evaluated by comparing the
contaminant concentration of each compound with the appropriate Reference Exposure Level
(REL). The most recent (February 2014) REL’s promulgated by OEHHA were considered in the
assessment (and input into the HARP model health database). To quantify non-carcinogenic
impacts, the hazard index approach was used. To calculate the hazard index from pollutant
exposure, the modeled concentration of pollutant is divided by the chronic REL by the HARP
model to generate the hazard index. Acute impacts were determined in a similar method by the
HARP model. When the hazard index equals or exceeds one, a health hazard is presumed to
exist.
Current regulations associated with diesel locomotives and currently being implemented would
produce substantial emission reductions in locomotives over the next few decades. As the cancer
risks examine the exposure to DPM over a 70 year timeframe, an accurate depiction of the risk
levels must address the changing DPM emissions over the 70 year timeframe. The EPA (EPA
2009) estimates the average emission factors through the year 2040. The long-term average
emission factor was calculated and was used to estimate the cancer risks in the HARP model (see
Appendix B). For acute and chronic risks, the current emission factors were used instead of the
long-term average.
For diesel trucks entering and leaving the facility as part of the current/baseline conditions, the
same situation occurs as with diesel locomotives. Current regulations being implemented require
cleaner diesel trucks over time. The EMFAC2011 model estimates the diesel truck emissions
out to the year 2035. These emissions estimates were used to generate a long-term average for
trucks also (see Appendix B). The long-term average emission factor was calculated and was
used to estimate the cancer risks in the HARP model (see Appendix B). For acute and chronic
risks, the current emission factors were used instead of the long-term average.
DPM impacts for cancer and chronic emissions utilized the OEHHA assessments for DPM
included in the HARP model. For acute impacts, the DPM was speciated and the HARP model
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was run separately for the acute impacts to address the potential acute impacts from DPM
(OEHHA does not have a reference exposure level for acute DPM exposure).
The HARP model was run for two different scenarios:
1. The current SMR operations + the Rail Spur Project + the trucks entering and leaving the
SMR (and traveling offsite along Highway 1 and Willow) + increased BTEX levels but
excluding the mainline locomotive emissions.
2. The current SMR operations + the Rail Spur Project + the trucks entering and leaving the
SMR (and traveling offsite along Highway 1 and Willow) + increased BTEX levels + the
mainline locomotive emissions.
For the current+rail spur operations (for both Scenario 1 and Scenario 2), the results of the HRA
showed that acute impacts would have a health index (HI) of less than 1.0 at all parcel boundary
and residential receptors and the worker receptors located at the agricultural fields to the south
(peak acute of 0.75 at the parcel boundary and 0.57 at the closest residence).
For the current+rail spur operations (for both Scenario 1 and Scenario 2), the results of the HRA
showed that chronic impacts would have a health index (HI) of less than 1.0 at all parcel
boundary and residential receptors and the worker receptors located at the agricultural fields to
the south (peak chronic of 0.015 at the parcel boundary).
As a note, the increase in BTEX at the facility affects acute and chronic health hazard index
minimally (0.03 and 0.002 respectively).
The results of the HARP modeling for cancer are shown in Table 4.3.22 for scenarios 1 and 2.
Table 4.3.22

Health Risk HARP Modeling Results: Cancer Risk
Scenario

PMI

MEIR

Louise Ln

1 - Rail Spur + SMR + trucks
11.5
6.5
3.5
2 - Rail Spur + SMR + trucks+
12.0
6.6
3.6
Mainline
SMR emissions include the increased fraction of BTEX to 1.25% from 0.81%
See Appendix B for detailed emission calculations.
Use of HARP model version 1.4f
PMI -Point of Maximum Impact, the highest value along the facility fenceline.
MEIR-Maximally Exposed Individual Resident

Trilogy
Prkwy
2.7
2.8

Worker

Sig?

0.42
0.45

No
No

For the Scenario 1 and 2, the highest cancer risks occur at the SMR parcel boundary immediately
south and west of the rail spur location due to the diesel emissions from the rail spur operations
(see the Point of Maximum Impact (PMI) in Figure 4.3-6). This is not a significant impact
because no residential receptors are located there. The highest cancer risk at a residential or
sensitive receptor occurs to the north of the facility (see the “Max Residential Parcel Value” in
Figure 4.3-6) primarily due to the current trucking diesel emissions. Residences along Louise
Lane and Trilogy Parkway are also shown in Table 4.3.22. Residential risk values would be
below the SLOCAPCD threshold (the threshold is 10.0 in a million) and therefore, the health risk
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impacts would be less than significant for the proposed project (with or without the mainline rail
operations).
Although agricultural fields are located immediately next to the SMR parcel boundary, the
closest worker location where workers assemble and might be in one place for any length of time
was determined to be the agricultural assembly site located to the south-west of the rail spur
approximately 1,900 feet from the rail spur location (see the “Max Worker Value” in Figure 4.36). This would not exceed the SLOCAPCD threshold and would therefore be less than
significant.
OEHHA Adjustments

The California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, which produces the
guidelines for conducting health risk assessments and the HARP model, released a report in 2012
(OEHHA 2012) which updated health risk exposure assessment methods related to health risk
assessments to account for the increased sensitivity and breathing rates of children and younger
adults. The report defined updated breathing rates on a per kilogram basis for children which
caused an increase in health risk for children by over 2.7 times as much as the current model.
The OEHHA report also added an age sensitivity factor to account for children ranging in age
from between 3 and 10. The report also adjusted the "fraction of time at home" value to be age
dependent. In addition, the report recommends the use of a 30 year exposure over a 70 year
exposure. In combination, these adjustments cause the cancer risk estimates to increase
substantially. Including all factors, cancer risks would increase at least 1.8 times over the current
HARP model version 1.4f estimates. These changes will be included in an OEHHA updated
HARP model, which is expected sometime in January 2015. The OEHHA adjustments do not
affect the acute and chronic risk assessments.
The 1.8 adjustment factor for cancer risk assumes that emissions occur at the same rate over the
30 year exposure duration. However, if emissions are greater during the initial years, when the
age sensitivity and breathing rates of children are at their highest values, the adjustment factor
would be higher. Appendix B includes a table which calculates the adjustment factor by
examining the emissions for each year of operation along with the associated breathing rates, age
sensitivity factors and fraction of time at home during each year. Adjustment factors range from
1.8 for the SMR emissions (as emissions are assumed to remain constant over the 30 year
period), to 4.9 for switching emissions sources to 5.8 for mainline locomotive emission sources.
Trucks would have an adjustment factor of 2.4. By applying these adjustment factors, the health
risks associated with the Proposed Project with the OEHHA adjustments are listed in Table
4.3.23.
Table 4.3.23

Health Risk HARP Modeling Results with OEHHA Adjustments: Cancer Risk
Scenario

PMI

MEIR

Louise Ln

1 - Rail Spur + SMR + trucks
51.5
19.1
16.3
2 - Rail Spur + SMR + trucks+ Mainline 54.4
20.0
16.8
SMR emissions include the increased fraction of BTEX to 1.25% from 0.81%
See Appendix B for detailed emission calculations.
Use of HARP model version 1.4f with adjustment factors based on OEHHA 2012
PMI -Point of Maximum Impact, the highest value along the facility fenceline.
MEIR-Maximally Exposed Individual Resident
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Trilogy
Prkwy
12.1
12.7

Worker

Sig?

1.89
2.11

Yes
Yes
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Figure 4.3-6 shows the cancer health risk contours for Scenario 2 (including the mainline rail
emissions). The impacts with the OEHHA adjustments for age sensitivity would be above the
APCD thresholds for residential receptors and would be significant. Impacts for chronic, acute
and worker cancer risks would be less than the thresholds.
Mitigation Measures

AQ-4

Implement measures AQ-2a and AQ-2b.

Residual Impacts

The use of all Tier 4 locomotives (AQ-2a) and limits on locomotive idling time (AQ-2b) would
reduce DPM emissions, which are the main driver of the health risk cancer impacts. Cancer risk
levels are shown in Table 4.3.24 assuming the use of Tier 4 locomotives and limits on
locomotive idling time. These mitigated levels shown in Table 4.3.24 are shown both without
and with the OEHHA adjustment factors. In addition, the cancer risk levels with only the
reduced idling mitigation are also provided in Table 4.3.24.
Table 4.3.24

Mitigated Health Risk HARP Modeling Results with and without OEHHA
Adjustments: Cancer Risk
Scenario

PMI

MEIR

Louise Ln

Without OEHHA Adjustments
1 - Rail Spur + SMR and trucks
5.1
5.5
1.5
2 - Rail Spur + SMR + trucks+ Mainline
5.4
5.6
1.5
2 - Rail Spur + Mainline + SMR + trucks
9.8
6.2
2.9
Idling Mitigation Only
With OEHHA Adjustments
1 - Rail Spur + SMR + trucks
19.8
14.6
6.1
2 - Rail Spur + SMR + trucks+ Mainline
21.4
15.1
6.4
2 - Rail Spur + Mainline + SMR + trucks
43.4
18.1
13.3
Idling Mitigation Only
See Appendix B for detailed emission calculations.
SMR emissions include the increased fraction of BTEX to 1.25% from 0.81%
Use of HARP model version 1.4f with adjustment factors based on OEHHA 2012
PMI -Point of Maximum Impact, the highest value along the facility fenceline.
MEIR-Maximally Exposed Individual Resident

Trilogy
Prkwy

Worker

Sig?

1.2
1.3

0.2
0.2

No
No

2.2

0.4

No

4.8
5.1

0.7
0.8

Yes
Yes

9.9

1.9

Yes

Figure 4.3-7 shows the cancer health risk contours for Scenario 2 (including the mainline rail
emissions) with mitigation.
UPRR maintains a large number of locomotives (more than 8,000 nationwide) with a wide range
of emissions characteristics and Tier levels. Since UPRR would own the locomotives and they
are used for interstate commerce the requirement to use only Tier 4 locomotive may be
preempted by Federal law, and therefore may not be a feasible mitigation measure.
In addition, the availability of these cleaner locomotives and the ability of the Applicant to
ensure their use are somewhat speculative since Union Pacific controls the locomotives and they
would be traveling interstate.
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Figure 4.3-6

Rail Spur Project Cancer Health Risk with Mainline – Unmitigated

PMI-Point of Maximum Impact
Based upon OEHHA adjusted factors.
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Figure 4.3-7

Rail Spur Project Cancer Health Risk with Mainline –Mitigated

PMI-Point of Maximum Impact
Based upon OEHHA adjusted factors.
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In March 2008, EPA finalized a three part program that will dramatically reduce emissions from
diesel locomotives of all types -- line-haul, switch, and passenger rail. The rule will cut DPM
emissions from these engines by as much as 90 percent and NOx emissions by as much as 80
percent when fully implemented. The standards are based on the application of high-efficiency
catalytic after treatment technology for freshly manufactured engines built in 2015 and later.
EPA standards also apply for existing locomotives when they are remanufactured. Requirements
are also in place to reduce idling for new and remanufactured locomotives. EPA has estimated
that by 2048 the average nationwide emission factors for mainline locomotives would meet the
Tier 4 standards (EPA 2009). This means that even if the County is preempted by Federal law
from implementing the Tier 4 mitigation measure as part of the project, that over time the
locomotive emissions will achieve this level due to the EPA emission control requirements for
locomotives.
With implementation of all mitigation or just the limits on locomotive idling time, the highest
cancer risk at a residential or sensitive receptor with the OEHHA adjustments would be
significant and unavoidable (Class I).

Impact Description

Impact #
AQ.5

Operational activities of trains along the mainline rail route
associated with the Rail Spur Project would generate toxic
emissions that exceed thresholds.

Phase

Impact
Classification

Operations

Class I

Movement of the locomotives on the mainline to and from the SMR would also contribute to
health risks along the mainline due to the emissions of DPM. Modeling of rail emissions was
conducted for a hypothetical rail mainline for a range of locomotive speeds and distances from
the mainline (all for a unit train with 3 locomotives and five trains per week). The results are
shown in Figure 4.3-8 and show that for trains traveling about 30 mph or greater the cancer risk
would be below the SLOCAPCD threshold for areas outside of the railroad right-of-way.
For slower speeds (when more emissions occur per length of rail due to the slower speeds),
cancer risks would exceed the SLOCAPCD thresholds beyond the railroad right-of-way. There
are areas along the mainline rail route that have reduced speed limits for trains that pass in
proximity of sensitive receptors. For example, in the City of San Luis Obispo, trains are limited
to a speed of 25 miles per hour. In the City of Davis, there are stretches of track that are limited
in speed to 10 mph. In these areas where there are permanent speed limits for trains that are
below 30 mph and they are located in proximity to sensitive receptors, the health risk impacts
could be significant.
For most of the mainline route trains are expected to have an average speeds between 30 and 40
mph, and in these areas the health risk impact would be less than significant. This average speed
is consistent with the speed limits in the USDOT proposed rulemaking for crude oil unit trains,
which is proposing speeds between 30 and 50 miles per hour depending on location and tank car
design (USDOT 2014).
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Figure 4.3-8

Mainline Locomotive Cancer Risk, by speed and distance from Mainline

Notes: Based on 3 locomotives per train, 250 round train trips per year, Nipomo meteorological dataset (1994-1996)
and 70 year average locomotive emission factor (as per EPA). Includes OEHHA adjustment factors.

Mitigation Measures

AQ-5

Implement measures AQ-3.

Residual Impacts

The use of Tier 4 locomotives would serve to reduce the toxic emissions associated with the
locomotive operations along the mainline. The use of all Tier 4 locomotives would reduce DPM
emissions, which are the main driver of the health risk impacts.
Figure 4.3-9 shows the heath risk impacts along the mainline as a function of speed and distance
with the use of Tier 4 locomotives. With this mitigation the health risk (including the OEHHA
adjustment factors) would be less than the SLOCAPCD threshold for all speeds.
UPRR maintains a large number of locomotives (more than 8,000 nationwide) with a wide range
of emissions characteristics and Tier levels. Since UPRR would own and locomotives and they
are used for interstate commerce the requirement to use only Tier 4 locomotive may be
preempted by Federal law, and therefore may not be a feasible mitigation measures.
In addition, the availability of these cleaner locomotives and the ability of the Applicant to
ensure their use are somewhat speculative since Union Pacific controls the locomotives and they
would be traveling interstate.
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Figure 4.3-9

Mitigated Mainline Locomotive Health Risk, by speed and distance from Mainline

Notes: Based on 3 locomotives per train, 250 round train trips per year, Nipomo meteorological dataset (1994-1996)
and Tier 4 locomotive emission rate. Includes OEHHA adjustment factors

In March 2008, EPA finalized a three part program that will dramatically reduce emissions from
diesel locomotives of all types -- line-haul, switch, and passenger rail. The rule will cut PM
emissions from these engines by as much as 90 percent and NOx emissions by as much as 80
percent when fully implemented. The standards are based on the application of high-efficiency
catalytic after treatment technology for freshly manufactured engines built in 2015 and later.
EPA standards also apply for existing locomotives when they are remanufactured. Requirements
are also in place to reduce idling for new and remanufactured locomotives. EPA has estimated
that by 2048 the average nationwide emission factors for mainline locomotives would meet the
Tier 4 standards (EPA 2009).
This means that even if the County is preempted by Federal law from implementing the Tier 4
mitigation measure as part of the project, that overtime the locomotive emissions will achieve
this level due to the EPA emission control requirements for locomotives.
Given that the County may be preempted by Federal law from requiring the use of Tier 4
locomotives, the health risk impacts along the mainline rail routes would be significant and
unavoidable (Class I). This would apply to all areas along the mainline where train speeds are
limited to less than 30 mph and the mainline rails are in close proximity to sensitive receptors.
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Impact Description

Impact #
AQ.6

Operational activities associated with the Rail Spur Project
would generate GHG emissions that exceed SLOCAPCD
thresholds.

Phase

Impact
Classification

Operations

Class I

Emissions of GHG at the refinery and along the mainline would result from onsite activities
(locomotives, etc), vehicles (employee automobiles and occasional truck deliveries of materials),
locomotives along the mainline, and from electricity consumption (to run pumps and other
equipment). Table 4.3.25 shows the GHG emissions associated with the Rail Spur Project within
California.
Table 4.3.25

Operational GHG Emissions , metric tonnes

Source
Construction Amortized
Fugitives
Locomotives onsite
Locomotives along mainline within SLOC
Electricity
Vehicles (autos and trucks and sulfur trucks)

within SLOC
Route Totals (including SLOC emissions)
Project Total

CO2
38.4
0.0
800.1
1,934.4
676.2
30.7

3,493.8

CH4
0.01
0.01
0.06
0.15
0.03
0.00

0.27

N2O
0.00
0.00
0.02
0.05
0.01
0.00

0.08

MTCO2E
38.6
0.3
807.7
1,952.9
678.9
31.1

3,523.5

Northern Route via Oakland
10,063.9
0.8
0.2
10,156.3
Northern Route via Altamont Pass
9,885.6
0.8
0.2
9,976.3
Southern Route
7,682.6
0.6
0.2
7,752.3
Within California1
16,568.9
1.3
0.4
16,279.1
Within United States2
66,248.5
5.2
1.7
66,436.5
1. Assumes northern route via Oakland to Washington State Boarder, which is the longest route.
2. Assumes a hypothetical route to the Canadian border via the Midwest, which would be the longest route.
See Appendix B for detailed GHG emission calculations.
MTCO2E-metric tons CO2 equivalent.

The total GHG emissions within SLOC associated with the Rail Spur Project would not exceed
the SLOCAPCD thresholds for GHG emissions. However, emissions within California would
exceed the thresholds and therefore would be considered significant. Since the State does not
have a GHG threshold, this EIR has used the SLOCAPCD threshold for determining the
significance of GHG emissions.
Changes in crude oil quality can change the amount of GHG emissions at a refinery by
increasing the energy consumption for processing each barrel of oil. Replacing conventional
crude oil with heavy oil and tar sand oil can increase the amount of energy needed to process
each barrel of oil, thereby increasing CO2 emissions, the major component of GHG emissions.
The higher CO2 emissions come from burning more fuel to process each barrel of crude (Karras,
2010).
Making light, hydrogen-rich motor fuels from the carbon-dense, hydrogen-poor components of
crude requires rejecting carbon and adding hydrogen. This requires aggressive processing that
uses lots of energy. As the crude oil gets heavier refiners have to put a larger share of the denser,
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heavier crude barrel through energy- intensive carbon rejection, hydrogen addition, and
supporting processes (Karras, 2011).
The SMR is somewhat unique for a refinery in California since it does not produced any finished
motor grade fuels. The refinery was designed to process the heavy sour crude from the Santa
Maria Basin and the Santa Barbara OCS into intermediate products (naphtha and gas oils). As
such the refinery does not have any processing equipment that adds hydrogen to the heavier oil
components.
Hydrogen addition process such as hydrocracking and hydrotreating of gas oil and resid oil are
aggressive hydrogen addition processes, which add hydrogen to make fuels and remove sulfur
and other refinery process catalyst poisons. These hydrogen adding processes are major
consumers of energy and emitters of GHG emissions. (Karras, 2011).
In a 2011 paper on Refinery CO2 performance measurements California refineries were
estimated to generate an average of between about 120 and 140 pound of CO2 per barrel of oil
produced (Karras, 2011). In 2007 the SMR generated about 37 lbs of CO2 per barrel processed
based upon the SLOCAPCD GHG Inventory and the throughput at the SMR. Based upon data in
the EIR prepared for the Throughput Increase Project at the SMR the CO2 emission rate per
barrel of oil processed is expect to be reduce slightly to about 34 lbs. (SLOC, 2012). This
reduction is primarily a result of the permanent shutdown of the calciner unit in 2007.
The CO2 emissions per barrel of oil processed is lower for the SMR than the other California
refineries since the SMR does not have a lot of the aggressive processing that is need to produce
light, hydrogen-rich motor fuels. Therefore, the fuel use per barrel processed is lower.
As the data in Table 4.3.13 shows, the SMR historically has processed and currently processes
primarily heavy, sour crudes, although these are sometimes blended with other lighter, sweeter
crudes in small amounts.
Phillips 66 expects to continue to receive, blend and process a comparable range of crudes in the
future, and will select future crude to be delivered by rail based upon a number of factors
including availability, suitability, and economics. The potential range of crudes that could be
delivered by rail (see Table 4.3.13) have very similar properties in terms of sulfur and vacuum
resid, which are the two key drivers in fuel use at the refinery (fuel use is the primary source of
CO2 emissions). Since the level of sulfur and vacuum resid in the crude oil that would be
delivered by train would be similar to the historic crude mix that has been processed at the SMR,
the CO2 emissions would not be expect to change.
The use of the rail spur to import crude oil could potentially displace crude oil from other
sources that are currently being used to supply crude oil to the SMR. The majority of crude oil
currently being delivered to the SMR is from offshore, OCS sources, which are delivered to the
SMR by pipeline and electrically powered pumps. Some of the crude oil is delivered to the SMR
via truck through the Santa Maria Pump Station (SMPS). The GHG emissions associated with
these trucks (see Table 4.3.8) are estimated to total about 1,742 MTCO2e per year and indirect
emissions (electricity) associated with pumping from the OCS ranging from 5,000-10,000
MTCO2e per year. However, it is speculative as to whether these trucks trips or OCS production
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would be eliminated as the crude oil from these sources might just be re-directed to locations in
Los Angeles.
Mitigation Measures

AQ-6

Prior to issuance of the Notice to Proceed, the Applicant shall provide GHG emission
reduction credits for all of the project GHG emissions for the life of the project.
Coordination with the San Luis Obispo Planning and Building Department should
begin at least six (6) months prior to issuance of operational permits for the Project to
allow time for refining calculations and for the San Luis Obispo Planning and
Building to review and approve the emission reduction credits.

Residual Impacts

Since the operation of the crude oil trains at the SMR would be on Phillips 66 property and the
trains would be operated by Phillips 66 the County can require that GHG emissions within the
SMR associated with the trains be mitigated using emission reduction credits.
For the mainline rail GHG emissions it is possible that contractually the Applicant could require
GHG emission reduction credits. However, the County may also be preempted by Federal law
from requiring emission credits for main line rail GHG emissions. Due to the possible
preemption by Federal law which could prevent the mitigation measure from being implemented
(outside of the SMR facility boundary), emission reduction credits might not be achievable and
impacts would remain significant and unavoidable (Class I).

Impact #
AQ.7

Impact Description
Operational activities associated with the Rail Spur Project
could generate odors.

Phase

Impact
Classification

Operations

Class II

Sources of odors from the facility would be related to emissions of hydrocarbons, hydrogen
sulfide and emissions of diesel exhaust. Emissions of fugitive hydrocarbons from the Rail Spur
Project would be substantially less than that from the existing refinery (1 tons/yr verses 33
tons/year). The Applicant indicates the expected H2S content of the crude oil vapor could be
about one percent by weight (refer to Table 4.3.13). The release of material that contains even
small amounts of sulfur compounds (H2S) or hydrocarbons produces an odor. Sulfur
compounds, found in oil and gas, have very low odor threshold levels. For instance, H2S can be
detected by humans at concentrations from 0.5 parts per billion [ppb] (detected by 2 percent of
the population) to 40 ppb, qualified as annoying by 50 percent of the population. Above these
levels, H2S would be detected by most people (AIHA 1989). A conservative H2S odor limit of 2
ppb has been used in this analysis with a significant impact being assigned to levels that could
exceed the 50% odor threshold (1 ppb).
As crude oil vapors would be mixed with entrained air before the canisters, crude oil vapors
would only constitute about 500 ppm of the canister input stream (with remaining composition
being entrained air). With a 1% weight percent H2S, this would lead to an H2S concentration of
the vapor going to the carbon canisters of about 4.8 ppmV. The carbon canisters would remove
October 2014

4.3-71

Phillips SMR Rail Project
Public Draft EIR

Comment Letter B6
4.3 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases

at least 95% of this H2S vapor. Therefore, emissions of odiferous H2S from the canisters would
be very low and would not produce offsite H2S levels that could produce odors.
Crude oil vapors from fugitive components, however, would not be mixed with air and would
therefore have a potentially substantial amount of H2S, leading to a source of odors. SCREEN3
modeling indicates that, assuming a 1% H2S concentration and worst case meteorological
parameters (F stability and 1 m/s), fugitive emissions would produce H2S levels at the nearby
property line (the agricultural areas south of the SMR) of between 1 - 1.7 ppb (for 60 minute and
3 minute averaging times, respectively). As the odor threshold of H2S ranges down to a few ppb,
this level would be on the edge of producing odor impacts. Therefore, under worst case
meteorological conditions and high H2S levels, fugitive emissions could cause odor impacts
offsite and odor emissions would be potentially significant. Note that at residences to the north
and east, located farther away, impacts would be less than 1 ppb and would not produce potential
odor impacts due to the rail spur fugitive emissions.
Odors could also result from accidents (spills of crude oil) or maintenance operations, such as
removing materials by vacuum truck or line openings. Railcar unloadings could also produce
odors if rail tank car unloading procedures are not followed correctly (i.e., top valves are left
open when the unloading pumps are shut-down). Any of these maintenance procedures, if not
conducted properly with respect to odor minimizations, could cause offsite odors.
Mitigation Measures

AQ-7

Prior to issuance of Notice to Proceed, the Applicant shall ensure that any new odor
sources be added to the existing Refinery Odor Control Plan and submitted to the
SLOCAPCD for review and comment before the start of construction. Mitigation
shall include carbon canisters on all vacuum trucks and monitoring of rail car top
vents during unloading, and methods to reduce and eliminate odors associated with
maintenance activities. Monitoring of odors from the rail facility shall be included in
the Plan and shall be conducted by an independent third party monitor, retained by
the County of San Luis Obispo Department of Planning, for the first three months of
operation during each unit train visit. The APCD shall be notified of monitoring and
unit train activity. Monitoring activities can be reduced, in coordination and
agreement with the APCD, after the facility startup if odors are not determined to
affect areas offsite. In addition to monitoring, the amended Odor Control Plan shall
also detail control measures and/or operating procedures that will be implemented to
reduce odor impacts if odors are a concern. The Plan shall also include an
implementation schedule for incorporating additional measures if needed. The Plan
measures shall include leak detection (if not already implemented), lower leak
detection and repair threshold limits (to 100 ppm), increased component monitoring
frequency (monthly), component replacement with lower leak levels and improved
vapor control systems and these measures shall be discussed in the Odor Control
Plan.

Residual Impacts

Hydrogen sulfide within the crude oil is not expected to produce substantial impacts beyond
possible OSHA related worker exposure issues or potential odor issues. OSHA related worker
issues are outside the scope of the EIR. As per Applicant submittals, H2S levels in crude vapors
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could be substantial and potentially could produce offsite odor issues. If H2S levels are elevated,
additional measures would be addressed under the Refinery Odor Control Plan to reduce the
emissions from valves and components. Leak detection reduces emission by an estimated 80%.
Addition measures, such as lower leak detection and repair thresholds or monitoring frequency,
would reduce emissions by an additional 40% (from 80% to 88% control), reducing offsite
impacts to less than significant. Odor impacts associated with the project would therefore be less
than significant with mitigation (Class II).

Impact #

Impact Description

Phase

Impact
Classification

AQ.8

Cumulative criteria pollutant and GHG emissions at the SMR
could exceed SLOCAPCD thresholds.

Operations

Class II

The Throughput Increase Project would increase criteria, toxic pollutants, and GHG emissions
over the current baseline. Table 4.3.26 provides a summary of the Throughput Increase and Rail
Spur Project emissions combined. The cumulative emissions for the two projects would exceed
the daily SLOCAPCD threshold for ROG+NOx and diesel particulate matter, and the annual
threshold ROG+NOx and GHG.
The permit issued for the Throughput Increase Project requires that: (1) best available
technology (BACT) be installed on the crude heaters, coke heaters and boiler, vacuum heaters
and superheaters; (2) trucks meet EPA 2010 or 2007 model year NOx and DPM emission
requirements to the extent feasible; and (3) any emissions that remain above the threshold must
be mitigated using offsite mitigation per the SLOCAPCD guidelines.
Mitigation measures AQ-2a through AQ-2c require the Applicant to reduce ROG+NOx and DPM
emissions through the use of Tier 4 engines and reduced idling. Any remaining ROG+NOx and
particulate matter emission would be mitigated by either onsite or offsite emissions credits.
Therefore, with the mitigation required by the Throughput Increase permit and the mitigation
required for the Rail Spur Project, cumulative criteria pollutant emissions would be less than
significant.
As shown in Table 4.3.26 the cumulative annual GHG emissions would exceed the SLOCAPCD
threshold, primarily due to the Throughput Increase Project. The permit issued for the
Throughput Increase Project requires the Applicant to implement: (1) a program to increase
efficiency of the refinery stationary combustion devices; (2) use of more efficient model year
trucks or alternative fueled vehicles for hauling vehicles; and (3) off-site mitigation of GHG
emissions such that the additional GHG emissions associated with the Throughput Increase
Project is less than 10,000 metric tonnes per year.
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Table 4.3.26

Cumulative Criteria Pollutant and GHG Emissions at the SMR and Thresholds

Peak Day Emissions (lbs/day)
CO
Diesel
Fugitive
Particulate
Dust
Matter
(PM10)
Throughput Increase Project
128.1
22.1
2.7
0.1
Rail Spur Project
278.0
25.6
9.4
1.3
Total
406.1
47.7
12.1
1.4
SLOCAPCD Threshold
25
550
1.25
25
Significant?
Yes
No
Yes
No
Annual Emissions (tons/year)
Project
ROG+NOx
CO
Diesel
Fugitive
Particulate
Dust
Matter
(PM10)
Throughput Increase Project
23.4
--0.02
Rail Spur Project
25.3
--0.2
Total
48.7
--0.22
SLOCAPCD Threshold
25
--25
Significant?
Yes
--No
Emissions for Throughput Increase Project from Final EIR 2012.
Project

ROG+NOx

MTCO2E
-----MTCO2E
20,470
3,523
23,993
10,000
Yes

Given that the Throughput Increase permit only requires the GHG emissions to be reduced to
less than 10,000 metric tonnes per year, any increase in GHG emissions associated with the Rail
Spur Project would be considered cumulatively significant.
The cumulative health risk associated with the Rail Spur and Throughput Increase Projects are
discussed below in the cumulative analysis.
Mitigation Measures

AQ-8

Prior to issuance of the Notice to Proceed, the Applicant shall investigate methods to
bring the Rail Spur Project GHG emissions at the refinery to zero for the entire
project and for the life of the project. If after all onsite mitigations are implemented,
the GHG emissions from the Rail Spur Project still exceed zero, then SLOCAPCDapproved off-site mitigation will be required. Methods could include the contracting
arrangement that increases the use of more efficient locomotives, or through other,
onsite measures. Coordination with the SLOCAPCD should begin at least six (6)
months prior to issuance of operational permits for the Project to allow time for
refining calculations and for the SLOCAPCD to review and approve the mitigation
approach.

Residual Impacts

The residual cumulative criteria pollutant emissions at the refinery would be less than significant
(Class III). The residual impacts associated with the cumulative GHG emissions are the refinery
would be less than significant with mitigation (Class II).
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4.3.5

Cumulative Analysis

The Phillips 66 Pipeline Project, Freeport-McMoRan Oil & Gas Oil Field Expansion, and the
Guadalupe Oil Field Remediation would all generate construction and operational air emissions
that would likely be significant. Trucking emissions associated with the Guadalupe Project are
required to be offset through an agreement with SLOCAPCD. Regional operational impacts from
the other cumulative projects could be realized since multiple projects would emit into the South
Central Coast Air Basin at the same time. All of the cumulative projects are within the South
Central Coast Air Basin and most of these projects are also within the South County planning
area. All projects within the South Coast planning area are subject to the air quality impact
program as detailed in the Air Quality Handbook (SLOCAPCD 2012) through standard
mitigation measures and off-site mitigation which identifies improvements that will help reduce
some of the cumulative air quality impacts.
All cumulative projects must comply with SLOCAPCD rules and regulations that include air
emission reduction strategies for the basin. These, in concert with individual project mitigation
measures, will help reduce air quality impacts. However, until the San Luis Obispo area as a
whole attains all federal and state standards, it is likely that the air emissions from the cumulative
projects would be regionally significant and unavoidable.
The Rail Spur Project would be required to provide emission reduction credits for all the
construction and operational emissions at the refinery, the County may be preempted from
mitigating the mainline rail emissions within San Luis Obispo County. These additional project
related emissions would be considered cumulatively significant and unavoidable since the area is
in non-attainment with some of the federal and state standards air quality standards.
Most of the cumulative projects outside of the refinery are close enough to the project site to
result in overlapping toxic emissions that would impact the health risk at the refinery. The
Guadalupe Project trucking along Willow Road would add additional toxic emissions in the
project area. However, the combined cancer risk for the Rail Spur Project and Guadalupe
Trucking would be less than the cumulative threshold of 89 in a million.
Toxic emissions associated with the Throughput Increase Project were determined in the
Throughput Project's FEIR to be less than significant. As part of the Throughput Increase EIR an
updated HRA utilizing 2010 emission data was developed. The HRA indicated that the highest
cancer risks at the facility fence line would be 2.1 in a million, and that chronic and acute risks
would be 0.02 and 0.38, respectively, associated with the Throughput Increase operations.
HARP modeling was conducted as part of this EIR with the SMR operating at the Throughput
Increase Project permit level along with the rail spur project, including the increased trucking
levels. Most of the SMR health risk levels for the current operations are from the diesel engines
(fire water pumps, backup generators). Operation of the fire water pump and backup generators
would not change with the Throughput Increase Project and therefore risk levels associated with
the Throughput Increase Project would be identical to the Proposed Project risk levels. The
Throughput Increase Project included a nominal increase in trucking, which had a minor impact
on the overall refinery health risk. With the mitigation required as part of the Throughput
Increase Project to use newer model year trucks, there was a net decrease in DPM emissions, and
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a net decrease in the overall health risk at the SMR. With the addition of the Rail Spur Project
the overall health risk of the refinery would remain less than the SLOAPCD health risk threshold
even with the Throughput Increase Project (without the OEHHA adjustments). However, with
the OEHHA adjustments, as the trucking impacts to cancer risk are above the SBCAPCD
thresholds associated with the current/baseline operations, the cumulative health risk impact
would be significant and unavoidable.
There is the potential for cumulative impacts associated with the crude by rail projects discussed
in Chapter 3. The Valero Benicia and WesPac crude by rail projects could use the same UPRR
tracks as the Rail Spur Project from the Roseville Yard to the Bay Area if the trains servicing the
SMR come from the north. These two projects could have up to three unit trains per day.
Assuming the air emissions for each train are similar to the unit trains for the Rail Spur Project,
then the air emission from these trains would exceed the NOx emission significance thresholds in
the Bay Area Quality Management District (BAAQMD), Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management
District (YSAQMD), Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD),
Placer County Air Quality Management District (PCAPCD), and the cumulative impacts within
the Sacramento and Bay Area Basins would be significant. In addition, trains servicing the Alon
and Plains crude by rail projects would also pass through some of these same air districts on their
way south to the San Joaquin Valley contributing additional NOx emissions to the Sacramento
basin. For ROG/VOC emissions the cumulative impacts of the crude by rail projects could be
cumulatively significant in the BAAQMD since the combined ROG/VOC emissions would
exceed the daily threshold of 80 lbs per day.
Cumulative toxic air emission for trains operating on the same tracks could be potentially
significant and unavoidable. On the stretch of track west of the Roseville rail yard there could be
as many as 2,440 crude oil trains per year. Where there are permanent speed restrictions of less
than about 35 mph in the vicinity of sensitive receptors, the 30-year cancer risk would be above
the cumulative threshold and would be considered significant and unavoidable.
None of the other cumulative crude by rail projects would use tracks within the South Coast Air
Quality Management District (SCAQMD), Ventura County Air Pollution Control District
VCAPCD, Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District (SBCAPCD), San Luis Obispo
County Air Pollution Control District (SLOCAPCD), and Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution
Control District (MBUAPCD).
For the Rail Spur Project mitigation measure has been provided that would require the Applicant
to obtain emission credits for all main line rail NOx emissions. If these emission credits were
obtained then the Rail Spur Project’s contribution to the cumulative NOx and ROG/VOC
emission impacts would be less than significant.
However, the County may be preempted by Federal law from mitigating rail emissions outside of
the SMR, and therefore may not have the authority to require offsite emission credits for the
UPRR mainline emissions. In this case the Rail Spur Project’s contribution to cumulative NOx
emissions associated with the URPP mainline emissions would also be significant and
unavoidable in all of the air basins that the train would cross. The Rail Spur Project’s ROG/VOC
emissions would be cumulatively significant in the Bay Area and San Luis Obispo County air
basins.
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The California Air Pollution Control Officers Association consider greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions impacts to be exclusively cumulative impacts (CAPCOA, 2008); as such, assessment
of significance is based on a determination of whether the GHG emissions from a project
represent a cumulatively considerable contribution to the global atmosphere. The Rail
Spur Project would result in a net increase of 12,132 metric tonnes carbon dioxide equivalents
(CO2e) per year within the State of California, of which 10,575 tonnes would be from mainline
rail operations). The Applicant would be required to provide emission reduction credits for the
GHG emissions at the SMR. A mitigation measure is also proposed that would require the
Applicant to provide emissions reduction credits for all GHG emissions within California.
However, the County may be preempted by Federal law from mitigating rail emissions outside of
the SMR, and therefore may not have the authority to require offsite emission credits for the
UPRR mainline emissions. Therefore, when compared to the SLOCAPCD significance threshold
of 10,000 metric tonnes CO2e, the Project’s contribution to GHG impacts would be cumulatively
considerable, and there would be a significant cumulative GHG impact associated with the
Project.
4.3.6

Mitigation Monitoring Plan

Mitigation
Measure

Plan Requirements and Timing

AQ-1a

Prior to issuance of grading and construction permits, and
throughout project construction, as applicable, the
Applicant shall implement the following construction
emission reduction measures:
a. Properly maintain all construction equipment
according to manufacturer’s specifications;
b. Fuel all off-road and portable diesel powered
equipment with CARB-certified motor vehicle diesel
fuel (non-taxed version suitable for use off-road);
c. Use at least CARB Tier 3 certified diesel construction
equipment or cleaner off-road heavy-duty diesel
engines, and comply with state Off-Road
Regulations;
d. Use CARB 2007 or cleaner certified on-road heavyduty diesel trucks and comply with state On-Road
Regulations;
e. If construction or trucking companies that are
awarded the bid or are subcontractors for the project
do not have equipment to meet the above two
measures, the impacts from the dirtier equipment
shall be addressed through SLOCAPCD approved
off-site or other mitigation measures;
f. All on- and off-road diesel equipment shall not idle
for more than 5 minutes. Signs shall be posted in the
designated queuing areas and job sites to remind
drivers and operators of the 5 minute idling limit;
g. Diesel idling within 1,000 feet of sensitive receptors
is not permitted (Sensitive receptors are defined in
the SLOCAPCD Handbook as people that have an
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Mitigation
Measure

AQ-1b

AQ-1c

AQ-1d

Plan Requirements and Timing
increased sensitivity to air pollution or environmental
contaminants. Sensitive receptor locations include
schools, parks and playgrounds, day care centers,
nursing homes, hospitals, and residential dwelling
units. ;
h. Staging and queuing areas shall not be located
within 1,000 feet of sensitive receptors;
i. Equipment shall be electrified when feasible;
j. Substitute gasoline-powered or diesel hybrids in
place of diesel-powered equipment, where feasible;
and
k. Use alternatively fueled construction equipment onsite where feasible, such as compressed natural gas
(CNG), liquefied natural gas (LNG), propane, or
biodiesel.
Prior to issuance of grading and construction permit, the
Applicant shall ensure SLOCAPCD regulations that
prohibit developmental burning of vegetative material
within San Luis Obispo County are followed for the life
of the project.

Prior to issuance of grading and construction permit, the
Applicant shall ensure that portable equipment and
engines 50 horsepower or greater, used during grading
and construction activities must have a California
portable equipment registration (issued by the ARB) or a
SLOCAPCD permit. Proof of registration must be
provided to the SLOCAPCD prior to the start of grading
or construction or a permit secured from the SLOCAPCD
prior to the start of grading or construction. The
following list is as a guide to equipment and operations
that may have permitting requirements, but it is not
exclusive:
a. Power screens, conveyors, diesel engines, and/or
crushers;
b. Portable generators and equipment with 50horsepower or greater engines;
c. Internal combustion engines;
d. Unconfined abrasive blasting operations;
e. Concrete batch plants;
f. Rock and pavement crushing;
g. Tub grinders; and
h. Trommel screens.
Prior to issuance of grading and construction permit, the
Applicant shall ensure that all grading and construction
equipment greater than 100 bhp be equipped with CARB
Level 3 diesel particulate filters (DPF), or equivalent, to
achieve an 85 percent reduction in diesel particulate
emissions from an uncontrolled engine. If CARB verified
Level 3 DPFs cannot be secured for all of the equipment
greater than 100 hp then the applicant will offset the
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Mitigation
Measure

AQ-1e

AQ-1f

Plan Requirements and Timing
added DPM with measures including but not limited to
schedule modifications, implementation of no idling
requirement, or other applicable measures providing a
total reduction equivalent to an 85 percent reduction from
uncontrolled engines as approved by the SLOCAPCD.
Prior to issuance of grading and construction permits, or
during construction, if emissions of ROG+NOx with the
above mitigations still exceed the thresholds, the
Applicant shall secure SLOCAPCD-approved onsite or
off-site reductions in ROG + NOx emissions to ensure
that ROG + NOx emissions do not exceed the
SLOCAPCD quarterly thresholds. Coordination with the
SLOCAPCD should begin at least six (6) months prior to
issuance of grading and/or construction permits for the
Project to allow time for refining calculations and for the
SLOCAPCD to review and approve the Construction
Activity Management Plan (CAMP) and on-site or offsite mitigation approach.
Prior to issuance of applicable grading permit, the
Applicant shall prepare a Dust Control Plan to be
approved by the APCD, and include requirements in the
SLOCAPCD CEQA Handbook identified as fugitive dust
mitigation measures and shall include a combination of
the following, as approved by the SLOCAPCD:
a.
b.

c.

d.

e.

f.

g.

October 2014

Reduce the amount of the disturbed area where
possible.
Use of water trucks or sprinkler systems in sufficient
quantities to prevent airborne dust from leaving the
site. An adequate water supply source must be
identified. Increased watering frequency would be
required whenever wind speeds exceed 15 mph.
Reclaimed (non-potable) water should be used
whenever possible.
All dirt stockpile areas should be sprayed daily as
needed, covered, or a SLOCAPCD-approved
alternative method will be used. (90 percent
reduction from no dust control).
Permanent dust control measures identified in the
approved Project revegetation and landscape plans
should be implemented as soon as possible following
completion of any soil disturbing activities.
Exposed ground areas that will be reworked at dates
greater than one month after initial grading should be
sown with a fast-germinating non-invasive grass
seed and watered until vegetation is established.
All disturbed soil areas not subject to revegetation
should be stabilized using approved chemical soil
binders, jute netting, or other methods approved in
advance by the SLOCAPCD.
All roadways, driveways, etc. to be paved should be
completed as soon as possible. In addition,
equipment pads should be laid as soon as possible
4.3-79

Compliance Verification
Responsible
Method
Timing
Party

Review of
construction
plan
documents

Prior to
grading
permits
During
construction

SLO County
Planning and
Building

Prior to
grading
permits

SLO County
Planning and
Building

SLOCAPCD

Site
Inspection

Review of
construction
plan
documents

SLOCAPCD
Site
Inspection

Phillips SMR Rail Project
Public Draft EIR

Comment Letter B6
4.3 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases

Mitigation
Measure

Plan Requirements and Timing

Compliance Verification
Responsible
Method
Timing
Party

after grading unless seeding or soil binders are used.
Vehicle speed for all construction vehicles shall not
exceed 15 mph on any unpaved surface at the
construction site.
i. All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose
materials are to be covered or should maintain at
least 2 feet of freeboard (minimum vertical distance
between top of load and top of trailer) in accordance
with CVC Section 23114.
j. Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit
unpaved roads onto streets, or wash off trucks and
equipment leaving the site.
k. Sweep streets at the end of each day if visible soil
material is carried onto adjacent paved roads. Water
sweepers with reclaimed water should be used where
feasible
l. Apply water every 3 hours to disturbed areas within
the construction site in order to achieve a 61 percent
reduction in particulate emissions.
m. The contractor or builder shall designate a person to
monitor the fugitive dust emissions and oversee
mitigation measure implementation as per
SLOCAPCD approval to minimize dust complaints,
reduce visible emissions to less than 20 percent
opacity, and to prevent transport of dust off-site. The
designated monitor shall carry out these duties on
regular workdays, as well as holidays and weekends
when work is in progress. The name and telephone
number of the designated monitor shall be provided
to the SLOCAPCD Compliance Division and the
Department of Planning and Building prior to the
start of any grading, earthwork, or demolition.
n. All PM10 mitigation measures required shall be
shown on grading and building plans.
h.

AQ-1g

Prior to issuance of applicable grading permit, the
Applicant shall submit a geologic evaluation under the
CARB ATCM for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and
Surface Mining Operations, to determine if Naturally
Occurring Asbestos (NOA) is present within the area that
will be disturbed. NOA has been identified as a toxic air
contaminant by the CARB. If NOA is not present, an
exemption request must be filed with the SLOCAPCD. If
NOA is found at the site, the Applicant must 1) comply
with all requirements outlined in the Asbestos ATCM.
This may include development of an Asbestos Dust
Mitigation Plan and an Asbestos Health and Safety
Program for approval by the SLOCAPCD; and 2)
conduct a geological evaluation prior to any grading.
Technical Appendix 4.4 of the SLOCAPCD CEQA
Handbook includes a map of zones throughout the
County where NOA has been found. More information
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Mitigation
Measure

AQ-1h

AQ-1i

AQ-2a

Plan Requirements and Timing
on
NOA
is
available
at
http://www.slocleanair.org/business/asbestos.php.
Prior to issuance of demolition permits, if required, the
Applicant shall comply with asbestos containing material
(ACM) requirements. Demolition activities can have
potential negative air quality impacts, including issues
surrounding proper handling, demolition, and disposal of
ACM. ACM could be encountered during demolition or
remodeling of existing buildings. Asbestos can also be
found in utility pipes and pipelines (transite pipes or
insulation on pipes). If utility pipelines are scheduled for
removal or relocation or a building(s) is proposed to be
removed or renovated, various regulatory requirements
may apply, including the requirements stipulated in the
National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants
(40CFR61, Subpart M - asbestos NESHAP). These
requirements include but are not limited to: (1)
notification to the SLOCAPCD; (2) an asbestos survey
conducted by a Certified Asbestos Inspector; and (3)
applicable removal and disposal requirements of
identified ACM. More information on asbestos is
available at
http://www.slocleanair.org/business/asbestos.php.
Should hydrocarbon contaminated soil be encountered
during construction activities, the SLOCAPCD must be
notified as soon as possible and no later than 48 hours
after affected material is discovered to determine if an
SLOCAPCD Permit will be required. In addition, the
following measures shall be implemented immediately
after contaminated soil is discovered: 1) Covers on
storage piles shall be maintained in place at all times in
areas not actively involved in soil addition or removal; 2)
Contaminated soil shall be covered with at least six
inches of packed uncontaminated soil or other TPH –
non-permeable barrier such as plastic tarp. No
headspace shall be allowed where vapors could
accumulate; 3) Covered piles shall be designed in such a
way to eliminate erosion due to wind or water. No
openings in the covers are permitted; 4) During soil
excavation, odors shall not be evident to such a degree as
to cause a public nuisance; and, 5) Clean soil must be
segregated from contaminated soil. The notification and
permitting determination requirements shall be directed
to the SLOCAPCD Enforcement Division.
Prior to issuance of Notice to Proceed, the Applicant
shall investigate methods for reducing the onsite and
offsite emissions, both from fugitive components and
from locomotives. In addition, locomotive emissions
shall be mitigated to the extent feasible through
contracting arrangements that require the use of Tier 4
locomotives or equivalent emission levels. If emissions
of ROG+NOx and DPM with the above mitigations still
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Mitigation
Measure

AQ-2b

AQ-3

Plan Requirements and Timing
exceed the thresholds, as measured and confirmed by the
SLOCAPCD, the Applicant shall secure SLOCAPCDapproved onsite and/or offsite emission reductions in
ROG + NOx and DPM emissions to ensure that projectrelated ROG + NOx and DPM emissions within SLO
County do not exceed the SLOCAPCD thresholds for the
life of the project. Coordination with the SLOCAPCD
should begin at least six (6) months prior to issuance of
the Notice to Proceed for the Project to allow time for
refining calculations and for the SLOCAPCD to review
and approve any required ROG+NOx and DPM emission
reductions.
Prior to issuance of Notice to Proceed, the Applicant
shall implement a program, including training and
procedures, to limit all locomotive onsite idling to no
more than 15 consecutive minutes except when idling is
required for safety purposes. Locomotive idling records
shall be maintained and provided to the SLOCAPCD on
an annual basis, along with training materials and training
records.
Prior to issuance of the Notice to Proceed, the Applicant
shall investigate methods for reducing the locomotive
emissions through contracting arrangements that require
the use of Tier 4 locomotives or equivalent emission
levels. If the mainline rail emissions of ROG+NOx and
DPM with the above mitigations still exceed the
applicable Air District thresholds, the Applicant shall
secure emission reductions in ROG + NOx and DPM
emissions within each applicable Air District, similar to
the emission reduction program utilized by the
SLOCAPCD, to ensure that the main line rail ROG +
NOx and DPM emissions do not exceed the Air District
thresholds for the life of the project. The Applicant shall
provide documentation from each Air District to the San
Luis Obispo County Planning and Building Department
that emissions reductions have been secured for the life
of the project prior to issuance of the Notice to Proceed.

AQ-6

Prior to issuance of the Notice to Proceed, the Applicant
shall provide GHG emission reduction credits for all of
the project GHG emissions for the life of the project.
Coordination with the San Luis Obispo Planning and
Building Department should begin at least six (6) months
prior to issuance of operational permits for the Project to
allow time for refining calculations and for the San Luis
Obispo Planning and Building to review and approve the
emission reduction credits.

AQ-7

Prior to issuance of Notice to Proceed, the Applicant
shall ensure that any new odor sources be added to the
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Mitigation
Measure

AQ-8

Plan Requirements and Timing
existing Refinery Odor Control Plan and submitted to the
SLOCAPCD for review and comment before the start of
construction. Mitigation shall include carbon canisters
on all vacuum trucks and monitoring of rail car top vents
during unloading, and methods to reduce and eliminate
odors associated with maintenance activities. Monitoring
of odors from the rail facility shall be included in the Plan
and shall be conducted by an independent third party
monitor, retained by the County of San Luis Obispo
Department of Planning, for the first three months of
operation during each unit train visit. The APCD shall be
notified of monitoring and unit train activity. Monitoring
activities can be reduced, in coordination and agreement
with the APCD, after the facility startup if odors are not
determined to affect areas offsite. In addition to
monitoring, the amended Odor Control Plan shall also
detail control measures and/or operating procedures that
will be implemented to reduce odor impacts if odors are a
concern. The Plan shall also include an implementation
schedule for incorporating additional measures if needed.
The Plan measures shall include leak detection (if not
already implemented), lower leak detection and repair
threshold limits (to 100 ppm), increased component
monitoring frequency (monthly), component replacement
with lower leak levels and improved vapor control
systems and these measures shall be discussed in the
Odor Control Plan.
Prior to issuance of the Notice to Proceed, the Applicant
shall investigate methods to bring the Rail Spur Project
GHG emissions at the refinery to zero for the entire
project and for the life of the project. If after all onsite
mitigations are implemented, the GHG emissions from
the Rail Spur Project still exceed zero, then SLOCAPCDapproved off-site mitigation will be required. Methods
could include the contracting arrangement that increases
the use of more efficient locomotives, or through other,
onsite measures. Coordination with the SLOCAPCD
should begin at least six (6) months prior to issuance of
operational permits for the Project to allow time for
refining calculations and for the SLOCAPCD to review
and approve the mitigation approach.
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2.0 PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES

This chapter describes the proposed project and project alternatives, as follows:
•

proposed project, including:
–
–
–
–
–

•

project alternatives, including:
–
–
–

2.1

overview,
project location and existing conditions at the proposed project site,
project components and detailed project elements,
project construction, and
associated operations and maintenance activities; and

the process through which project alternatives were identified,
alternatives that were considered and eliminated, and
alternatives that are carried forward for analysis in this Environmental
Impact Report (EIR).
PROPOSED PROJECT OVERVIEW

WesPac Energy–Pittsburg LLC (WesPac) proposes to modernize and reactivate
the existing oil storage and transfer facilities located at the NRG Energy, Inc.
(NRG, formerly GenOn Delta, LLC) Pittsburg Generating Station. The proposed
WesPac Energy–Pittsburg Terminal (Terminal) would be designed to receive
crude oil and partially refined crude oil from trains, marine vessels, and pipelines,
store oil in existing or new storage tanks, and then transfer oil to nearby refineries.
For the delivery of crude oil and partially refined crude oil by train, a new Rail
Transload Operations Facility (Rail Transload Facility) would be constructed on a
9.8-acre vacant rail yard, to be leased from BNSF Railway Company (BNSF). All
products handled at the facility would be transported by rail, ship, barge, or
pipeline; no products would be transported by truck as part of the proposed
project. The proposed project would involve the repair, upgrade, and replacement
of existing facilities and equipment to bring facilities into compliance with
industry standards and with applicable regulatory requirements. The capital cost
of the proposed project is estimated to be approximately $200 million for the
marine terminal, storage terminal, Rail Transload Facility, and pipeline
operations.
Crude oil (virgin crude oil) is oil that is minimally treated to reduce water content
to merchantable grade, which is typically less than 3 percent water. Partially
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refined crude oil is oil that has been processed in an oil refinery by heating the oil
and running it through a distillation tower. The specific partially refined crude oil
products considered in the proposed project are commercially known as fuel oil,
gas oil and vacuum gas oil. These are the products that remain after distillation
where lighter products, such as gasoline components, have been removed. All 16
storage tanks within the proposed Terminal would be replaced, repaired, or
retrofitted to be suitable for storing crude oil and gas oil (or vacuum gas oil). The
only tanks that would be suitable for storing fuel oil are those tanks with heating
capability, which include all six tanks in the East Tank Farm (Tanks 1, 2, 3, 4, 5,
and 6) and two tanks in the South Tank Farm (Tanks 8 and 9).
The tank piping system would be designed to allow transfer of products from one
tank to another. Tank transfers may be of the same product or may be the
blending of two different products. When blending two products, both products
would be crude oils (though perhaps different grades of crude oil); partially
refined products would not be blended with crude oil or with other partially
refined products.
The Terminal would operate with an average throughput of 242,000 barrels
(BBLs) 1 of crude oil or partially refined crude oil per day, and would have a
maximum capacity throughput of 375,000 BBLs per day. The estimated annual
throughput for each tank in the Terminal would be:
•
•
•
•
•

2,078,000 BBLs of crude oil and/or partially refined crude oil per year for
each 162,000-BBL tank (East Tank Farm, Tanks 1 through 6);
6,414,000 BBLs of crude oil and/or partially refined crude oil per year for
each 500,000-BBL tank (South Tank Farm, Tanks 8, 9, 13, 15 and 16);
8,517,000 BBLs of crude oil/partially refined crude oil per year for 200,000BBL Tanks 10, 11 and 12 (South Tank Farm);
18,250,000 BBLs of crude oil/partially refined crude oil per year for 200,000BBL Tank 14 (South Tank Farm); and
600,000 BBLs of crude oil/partially refined crude oil per year for the 54,000BBL Tank 17 (South Tank Farm).

The total annual throughput for the entire Terminal would be approximately
88,300,000 BBLs of crude oil and/or partially refined crude oil per year.
In accordance with federal, State, and local regulations, oil storage tanks in both
the East Tank Farm and South Tank Farm are surrounded by secondary
containment systems that can accommodate at least 110 percent of the contents of
the largest tank within each containment area, plus an allowance for stormwater
accumulation. In the East Tank Farm, each tank has a concrete wall enclosure
capable of containing at least 110 percent of the capacity of the enclosed 162,0001
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BBL tank plus an allowance for stormwater accumulation. In the South Tank
Farm, there is one large retention basin that can contain the full contents of three
tanks plus allowance for stormwater accumulation.
2.2

PROJECT LOCATION

The proposed Terminal is located at 696 West 10th Street in the City of Pittsburg
(City) in Contra Costa County (County),California, approximately 32 miles
northeast of Oakland and along the shores of Suisun Bay (see Figure 2-1: Project
Location Map). The main highway into the City is State Route 4. Suburbs
generally lie to the south of State Route 4, and most of Pittsburg’s industrial areas
lie to the north of the highway.
The Terminal would consist of approximately 125 acres of land situated within
the current NRG property/facility. The land and facilities for the project,
including storage tanks and the dock, are expected to be purchased from NRG by
WesPac. Following ownership transfer, the Terminal would be immediately
adjacent to (south and east of) the remaining NRG facility (see Figure 2-2: Project
Site Aerial). In addition, approximately 43 acres of submerged tidelands would be
leased from the City of Pittsburg for the marine terminal portion of the facility in
accordance with California State Senate Bill 551. The project is further bounded
by Suisun Bay to the north, primarily single-family residences and several school
sites to the east, industrial facilities with open space beyond to the west, and more
industrial/heavy commercial facilities immediately south (with residential uses to
the far south). Access to the site would be from the south, via West 10th Street.
The onshore project areas are within the General Industrial land use zoning
classification, as established by the City of Pittsburg Planning Department.
Detailed information about land use is provided in Chapter 12.0: Land Use and
Recreation.
The Rail Transload Facility would be located on a 9.8-acre vacant rail yard, to be
leased from BNSF. The vacant property is located approximately 0.25 mile south
of the Terminal, in between existing BNSF and Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR)
rail lines, along the north side of North Parkside Drive and between Magnolia
Court and Jimno Avenue. In addition, an approximately 9,000-foot long landing
track would be constructed between BNSF and UPRR rail lines, to the north of
North Parkside Drive, between Magnolia Court and the intersection of Summer
Way and Seasons Drive. Proposed facility access would be via an existing private
property to the east of the Rail Transload Facility.
Connection pipelines connecting the Rail Transload Facility (Rail Pipeline) and
KLM third party common-carrier pipeline (KLM Pipeline connection) to and
from the onshore storage terminal would run adjacent to one another, extending
south from the Terminal’s pipeline pump station (located near the facility’s
security guard booth) within the shoulder of the Terminal’s access road.
Connection pipelines would continue south, crossing West 10th Street, and extend
WesPac Pittsburg Energy Infrastructure Project
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into the proposed Rail Transload Facility yard, where the Rail Pipeline would
terminate. Pipelines to and from the KLM common-carrier pipeline would
continue south, extending across the Rail Transload Facility yard and North
Parkside Drive, and finally terminate at the KLM Pipeline, near the intersection of
North Parkside Drive and Maidenhair Street.
2.3

PROJECT COMPONENTS

The project consists of the modernization and reactivation of the following
components at the NRG facility: (1) marine terminal; (2) onshore storage
terminal, including both East and South Tank Farms; and (3) the existing San
Pablo Bay Pipeline. In addition, the project consists of the construction and
operation of new facilities, including: (1) Rail Transload Facility; (2) Rail
Pipeline; (3) KLM Pipeline connection; and (4) new ancillary facilities, including
an office and control building, warehouse, electrical substation, and others as
described below.
2.3.1 Marine Terminal
The marine terminal was historically used to berth and moor vessels, and to
support the required equipment to transfer product between the vessels and the
onshore storage tanks. The original marine terminal was constructed in the 1950s
and is predominantly comprised of timber structures. In the 1970s, the marine
terminal was expanded to allow for a greater range of vessels to call. This
expansion consisted primarily of concrete and steel structures. The existing
marine terminal was placed into “caretaker status” in 2003 and is not currently in
service. Between March and July 2011, most existing structures within the marine
terminal (and storage terminal) were evaluated for compliance with Marine Oil
Terminal Engineering and Maintenance Standards (MOTEMS), Chapter 31F,
Title 24, Part 2 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR). MOTEMS apply to
all existing and new marine oil transfer and storage terminals in California, and
include rigorous criteria for inspection, structural analysis and design, mooring
and berthing, geotechnical considerations, and mechanical and electrical systems.
Conformance to MOTEMS is regulated by the Marine Facilities Division of the
California State Lands Commission (CSLC). MOTEMS inspection and design
criteria include: dead loads (weight of permanent structures); live loads (nonenvironmental loads that are not permanent, such as vehicles); mooring loads
(including loads from both the lines and breasting forces from the vessels onto the
wharf); berthing loads (loads resulting from impacts from the vessels onto the
fender system at the time of docking); geotechnical loads; seismic loads; and
environmental loads, such as wind, wave, and current forces (including rising sea
level and tides).
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Based on the results of MOTEMs evaluations, the following description provides
a summary of both the existing condition of marine terminal components and
what associated construction work is anticipated (e.g., repair, retrofit, or
replacement). See Figure 2-3: Existing Marine Terminal Aerial for an aerial
photograph detailing the existing equipment within the marine terminal, and see
Figure 2-4: Proposed Marine Terminal Layout for a detailed drawing depicting
the proposed marine terminal equipment.
2.3.1.1 Access Trestle
The existing access trestle is a pile-supported wood structure over the water. It
provides vehicular and pedestrian access from the shore to the unloading
platform. The access trestle currently consists of a series of three pile bents that
support a roadway above and cantilevered dock pipelines along each side. The
existing deck of the access trestle is supported by timber piles. The deck is
approximately 650 feet long and extends perpendicularly from the shoreline
northward toward the south side of the existing barge unloading platform in the
deeper channel.
The existing access trestle (timber trestle) would be repaired as necessary to
comply with MOTEMS for vehicular and pedestrian access. However, existing
cantilevered dock pipelines on the east and west sides of the timber trestle would
be removed, and new pipelines—including crude oil piping, flush product piping,
fire water piping, potable water piping, vapor piping, stormwater piping, electrical
conduit, and cable trays containing wiring (collectively called dock piping)—
would be installed along a new pipeline trestle adjacent and parallel to the
existing timber trestle.
Pipeline Trestle
A new pipeline trestle, approximately 650 feet long and 25 feet wide, would be
installed approximately 7 to 8 feet upstream of, and parallel to the existing timber
trestle. The pipeline trestle would extend from the rear of the unloading platform
back to the shut-off valves onshore. The cap width and bent spacing would be
controlled by the number of pipes and the allowable span of these pipes. In
addition to supporting piping, the cap beams would also need to be sized to
support an access walkway as well as a cable tray for cable and wiring. The size
of the cable tray would be dictated by the amount and size of cable and wiring
required for support. The walkway would be approximately 3 feet wide. Along
the pipeline trestle, a new 650-foot-long, 30-inch-diameter dock pipeline would
be installed for the transport of crude oil. An additional 650-foot-long, 12-inchdiameter dock pipeline would be installed for the transport of crude oil and flush
product. Isolation valves, isolating the marine terminal piping from the onshore
storage terminal piping, would be installed at the main unloading arm platform
and onshore at the base of the dock. The cap elevation for the new pipelines
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would be installed approximately +10 feet mean lower low water level (MLLW) 2
to +9 feet MLLW. Other existing dock pipelines supported by the pipeline trestle,
such as pipes for transporting potable water, firewater, tanker cargo vapors,
stormwater, and electrical conduit would also be installed.
Table 2-1 summarizes components related to the new 30-inch-diameter dock
pipeline proposed to be installed along the pipeline trestle for transportation of
crude oil.
2.3.1.2 Main Unloading Platform
The existing main unloading platform is approximately 100 feet by 50 feet,
supported on timber plumb and batter piles. The existing platform deck is
composed of timber decking and concrete paving. When active, the unloading
arm platform serviced barges and larger vessels that called on the north side of the
marine terminal. The main unloading platform supported equipment and piping
used for the loading and unloading of fuel oil from vessels.
It is anticipated that the existing platform would be replaced with a new unloading
platform, approximately 100 feet by 45 feet, in approximately the same location as
the existing platform. The existing hose mast system on the unloading platform,
previously used for offloading fuel oil from barges and ships, would be replaced
with two new 16-inch-diameter, 120-foot-long hydraulically operated marine
loading arms.
The new ‘loading arms’ refers to the piping connections between the ships and the
marine terminal piping that transports the crude oil between the ship and the
Terminal. The loading arms would be used for both loading and unloading the
vessel and they would consist of a system of rigid piping and swivel joints to
provide a solid connection system with flexibility. The loading arms, compared
with the existing hose connections, offer significant improvement in the transfer
of liquids between vessel and shore because they provide easier and more
ergonomic operation, give longer service life, and permit connections to the ship
without spillage of product. The loading arms are maneuvered into place by
electronic hand controls and they would be equipped with environmental fail
safes (such as hydraulically operated quick-release connections) to assist in secure
connections, allow for quick-release (in case of emergency), and to protect from
spills. They would also accommodate any movement of the ship from the
dynamics of changing draft, changing tide, wind or other factors during the
transfer operation, without human intervention.

2
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Table 2-1: Detailed Marine Terminal to Storage Terminal Pipeline
Connection Components
Detail
Year constructed/installed

Pipeline Connection
New (proposed project)

Pipeline connection diameter

30 inches

Pipeline connection thickness

0.5 inch

Operating pressure
Length of pipeline connection
Operating temperature
Operating flow rate

Pipeline connection coating
Supervisory Control And Data
Acquisition (SCADA) system
Pipeline connection type
Type of product transported
Isolation valves

285 pounds per square inch
650 feet (0.12 mile)
Typical ambient maximum 140 degrees Fahrenheit
Ranging from approximately 18,000 to 45,000
barrels per hour(dependent on product viscosity
and tank location)
Painted
Yes
Carbon steel, electric resistance weld, or double
submerged arc weld
Virgin and partially refined crude oil
At main unloading arm platform and onshore,
approximately 650 feet apart

To provide additional fire protection to the berth, two new fire monitors would be
installed on the new unloading platform.
Gangway Tower
Construction of a new gangway tower, approximately 30 feet by 15 feet, is
proposed to provide access for boarding and disembarking safely between the
berth and vessels. The new gangway tower would be located on a small platform
westerly adjacent to the unloading platform. The tower would be sized to
accommodate vessel deck elevation ranging from +22 feet MLLW to +61 feet
MLLW. The location of the tower would be downstream of the unloading platform.
The offset from the fender line would be dictated by the tower reach.
2.3.1.3 Barge Dock
The existing barge dock was constructed in the 1970s and is supported by
prestressed, precast concrete piles. When active, the barge dock serviced smaller
barges that called on the south side of the marine terminal, and was used to
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support equipment and piping used for the loading and unloading of crude oil
from vessels. The existing deck is composed of concrete.
The existing barge dock is not planned to be returned to operation as part of the
scope of this project; therefore, no construction is anticipated on this portion of
the existing facility. The existing barge unloading platform has not been assessed
for compliance with MOTEMS; should it be returned to operation in the future,
the dock would need further evaluation to ensure appropriate compliance. The
existing equipment would be left in place, but would not be utilized by operating
staff for any function. Any future proposed barge loading and/or unloading from
this dock would be treated as a separate project and equipment would be assessed
for MOTEMS compliance as part of that project.
Three existing barge berth dolphins (dolphins 5, 10, and 11, refer to Figure 2-4)
are also located near the barge dock, and were previously used to guide and
secure ships. These dolphins are also not planned to be returned to operation as
part of the scope of the project, and, therefore, no construction is anticipated on
dolphins 5, 10, and 11.
2.3.1.4 Breasting Dolphins
Dolphins are discrete structures designed primarily to accommodate the lateral
forces associated with vessel berthing and mooring, and are typically supported
by piles founded in the soils. The primary function of breasting dolphins is to
absorb the impact from the berthing vessel and to resist breasting forces while the
vessel is moored at the terminals. Breasting dolphins also are often equipped with
mooring hardware for spring lines. Dolphins are typically installed when either
the wharf or pier is too small to provide adequate support for berthing vessels or
when the vessel loads are desired to be isolated from the wharf or pier. Breasting
dolphins are designed to carry the lateral loads during vessel impact, transferred
through a fender system that absorbs the energy generated by impact. The existing
marine terminal is currently equipped with four breasting dolphins (dolphins 6, 7,
8, and 9, refer to Figure 2-4). The existing four breasting dolphins, approximately
10 feet by 10 feet, are comprised of concrete decks, multiple steel piles, cell
fenders, fender panels, and restraint chains. These dolphins are also equipped with
spring line mooring points. The existing dolphin deck elevation is approximately
+15 feet MLLW.
It is anticipated that all four breasting dolphins would be replaced, one for one,
with new breasting dolphins. The exterior breasting dolphins (dolphins 8 and 9)
would be offset by 170 feet from the center of the unloading arms. This distance
is controlled by the overall length of the largest ship and the location of flat sides
of smaller vessels. The interior dolphins (dolphins 6 and 7) would be offset by 70
feet from the center of the unloading arms. This offset would allow barges with
lengths of approximately 200 feet or greater to call at the marine terminal.
Locating the dolphins at this offset provides protection to the unloading platform.
July 2013
2.0-16

WesPac Pittsburg Energy Infrastructure Project
Recirculated Draft EIR

Comment Letter B6
City of Pittsburg

2.0 Proposed Project and Alternatives

The fender line heading and location would remain the same as the existing
fender line. The elevation of the breasting dolphins, location of the fender, and
extents of the fender panel are controlled by water level, hull pressure, and
minimum freeboard of barges. The proposed deck elevation of the new dolphins
is +16 feet MLLW. The plan area size of the dolphins required is based upon the
size of the mooring hardware and the necessary access around the mooring
hardware. Breasting dolphins would be approximately 14 feet by 16 feet and
would be supported by a single large (84-inch) diameter steel pile (whereas the
existing dolphins are currently supported by multiple smaller-diameter steel
piles). New breasting dolphins would be comprised of concrete decks, cell
fenders, fender panels, and restraint chains, similar to the existing breasting
dolphins.
2.3.1.5 Mooring Dolphins
Mooring dolphins are structures that support a vessel’s mooring lines. They are
typically supported by piles. There are four primary mooring dolphins at the
existing marine terminal (dolphins 1, 2, 3, and 4, refer to Figures 2-3 and 2-4).
These were built in the 1970s and consist of steel piles supporting a concrete
deck. Each mooring dolphin is equipped with multiple quick-release hooks.
Vessels connect breasting, bow, and stern lines to these dolphins. The existing
mooring dolphins are located approximately 100 feet behind the fender line.
It is anticipated that all four mooring dolphins would be retrofitted for compliance
with MOTEMS. The existing piles on all four mooring dolphins would be
wrapped with a Stac Splash Pro System, and three of the retrofitted mooring
dolphins would be strengthened by the installation of extra 24-inch steel piles for
additional support. The locations, elevations, and deck plan areas of all of the
mooring dolphins would remain approximately the same.
2.3.1.6 Walkways and Access Platforms
There are two existing access platforms adjacent to the main unloading platform:
The east access platform and the west access platform (refer to Figure 2-3). The
west access platform would be demolished to accommodate new structures (e.g.,
gangway tower) and the east access platform would remain in place and would be
repaired as necessary. Other existing timber walkways provide pedestrian access
between the unloading platform and existing access platforms. Existing concrete
catwalks provide pedestrian access between the mooring dolphins.
It is anticipated that existing walkways, catwalks, and access platforms would
require minor structural repairs to meet MOTEMS. In addition, new walkways
would be installed between breasting dolphins. Concrete walkway landings on
steel monopiles would support these walkways.
Two additional platforms (oil boom platforms) would be installed to provide
storage for spill boom reels. One would be located upstream of the main
WesPac Pittsburg Energy Infrastructure Project
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unloading dock (at the eastern end of the marine terminal) and the other would be
located downstream of the main unloading dock (at the western end of the marine
terminal) (refer to Figure 2-4). The oil boom platforms would be approximately
15 feet by 28 feet and would consist of precast concrete decks supported by a
single steel pipe pile. Each platform would store approximately 1,800 feet of spill
boom, for a total of 3,600 feet. The elevation of the platforms would match the
adjacent existing mooring dolphins.
2.3.2 Storage Terminal
Onshore storage terminal piping would extend from the marine terminal to a total
of 16 existing storage tanks—six within the East Tank Farm and 10 within the
South Tank Farm (refer to Figure 2-2 and see Figure 2-5: Proposed Storage
Terminal Layout).
2.3.2.1 Onshore Storage Terminal Crude Oil Pipelines
Newly installed dock pipelines (30-inch-diameter dock pipeline for the transport
of crude oil and 12-inch-diameter dock pipeline for the transport of crude oil and
flush-product) extending along the pipeline trestle from the berth would terminate
within the East Tank Farm (between Tanks 1 and 2 at the first pump and heater).
From there, two existing header lines (one 20-inch-diameter header line and one
12-inch-diameter header line) would transport product south through the storage
terminal (within both the East and South tank farms) and to outgoing connecting
pipelines (see Figure 2-6: Onshore Storage Terminal Crude Oil Pipelines). One
additional 30-inch-diameter header line would be installed parallel to the two
existing pipelines for a total of three header lines that would be utilized to
transport product throughout the storage terminal. Existing header lines would be
repaired, retrofitted, or replaced as necessary to safely operate under the design
operating conditions. Isolation valves would be installed between the dock
pipelines and the new and existing header lines. Multiple header lines may be
used simultaneously for different purposes (e.g., one header line may be used to
transport oil from a berthed vessel to a particular storage tank while another
header pipeline is being used to transport oil from a different storage tank to one
of the two outgoing pipelines).
New tank fill/suction lines would be installed between the header lines and each
storage tank (20-inch-diameter tank fill/suction lines at Tanks 1 through 16 and
12-inch-diameter tank fill/suction line at Tank 17).Isolation valves would be
installed at the connection between the header line and the tank fill/suction line
and at the base of the tanks as shown on Figure 2-6. Replaced tank pumps and
heaters would be located along the onshore storage terminal pipelines, as shown
on Figure 2-5. Between Tanks 14 and 15 the new 30-inch-diameter header line
would terminate but would continue as a 20-inch-diameter header line, and the
existing 20-inch-diameter header line would terminate but would continue as a
16-inch-diameter header line. Additional header line isolation valves would also
be installed at this location. The 20-inch-, 16-inch- and 12-inch-diameter header
July 2013
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lines would continue to the pipeline pump station in the South Tank Farm, where
they would terminate. The pipeline pump station would contain other onshore
pipeline components, including: an electrical building (10 feet wide by 20 feet
long), a valve manifold to access the existing San Pablo Bay and KLM commoncarrier pipelines, shipping pumps, oil quantity measurement meters, drain sumps,
and pig traps. Onshore storage terminal pipeline characteristics and operational
components are summarized in Table 2-2.
2.3.2.2 East Tank Farm
The existing East Tank Farm is approximately 29 acres and includes six 162,000barrel cone-roof storage tanks (Tanks 1 through 6). Originally built in 1953,
Tanks 1 through 6 would be upgraded with a new internal floating roof installed
within each tank. The existing fixed cone exterior roofs would remain. The
internal floating roofs would float on the liquid stored in the tank, with the
objective to minimize or eliminate oil vapors above the liquid. New tank bottoms
featuring secondary containment and leak-detection systems would also be
installed. In addition to the tanks, the proposed East Tank Farm would include
upgrades or replacement to ancillary equipment, such as pumps, heaters,
manifolds, a thermal oxidizer, firewater pumps, and a stormwater collection pond
and oil water separator (OWS). Storage tanks in the East Tank Farm would be
suitable for storing virgin crude oil, gas oil (or vacuum gas oil),and fuel oil as all
six tanks would have heating capabilities.
New Buildings
The East Tank Farm would also include the installation of a new office and
control building equipped with remote monitoring equipment, meeting room, two
or three offices, personnel change room, lavatory, and kitchen. Surrounding the
office and control building, improvements would be made to accommodate seven
employee parking spaces and a trash enclosure. A new warehouse building would
also be constructed to store spare parts and other materials. The office and control
building would be located west of the repurposed stormwater collection pond, and
the warehouse building would be located southwest of Tank 6 (refer to Figure
2-5).Construction details for the warehouse building and new office and control
building are provided in Section 2.4.2.7. Two electrical (modular) buildings
would also be placed on site (refer to Substation Electrical Buildings 3 and 4
shown on Figure 2-5).Connections to local utilities would be required for
electricity, potable water, wastewater, and natural gas.
Proposed project components within the East Tank Farm are summarized in Table
2-3.
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Table 2-2: Onshore Storage Characteristics and Operational
Components
Characteristic or Operational Component
Year constructed

Some segments constructed as early as
1973, and some segments new

Pipeline connection diameter

Range from 12 to 30 inches

Pipeline connection thickness

0.375 inch

Maximum operating pressure

285 pounds per square inch

Length of pipeline
Operating temperature
Operating flow rate

Pipeline connection coating

0.025 to 0.5 mile
Typical Ambient (Maximum 140
degrees Fahrenheit)
When transferring through the San
Pablo Bay Pipeline, ranging from
approximately 6,800 to 11,000 barrels
(BBLs) per hour; when transferring
through the KLM Pipeline connection,
ranging from approximately 3,300 to
5,700 BBLs per hour; when
transferring through the Rail Pipeline,
ranging from approximately 1,500 to
11,000 BBLs per hour
Fusion-bonded epoxy

Cathode protection system in place

Yes

Supervisory Control And Data Acquisition
(SCADA) system

Yes

Pipeline connection type

July 2013
2.0-24

Onshore Storage Terminal Pipeline

Carbon Steel, electric resistance weld

Type of crude oil transported

Light (e.g., virgin crude oil and gas oil)
and heavy (e.g., fuel oil)

Isolation valves

Header lines contain isolation valves at
three locations; isolation valves also
located at each connection between
header lines and tank suction/fill lines
and at the base of tanks (refer to Figure
2-6)
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Table 2-3: Proposed East Tank Farm Components
Component

Description

Tanks

Six existing 162,000-barrel cone-roof crude oil tanks
retrofitted with internal floating roofs and new tank
bottoms

Marine vapor handling

Marine terminal vapor blower and thermal oxidizer

Pumping equipment

Crude oil transfer pumps, recirculation pumps, and sump
pumps

Buildings

Office and control building, warehouse building, and two
electrical control (modular) buildings

Firefighting system

Existing fire-water systems would be reviewed for
compliance with National Fire Protection Association and
county/city fire standards and upgraded as necessary

Electrical substation

From South Tank Farm

Electrical service line

From South Tank Farm

Parking

Seven spaces located at the office and control building

Site security

Security guards, lighting, and surveillance cameras;
security perimeter fencing shared with NRG

Site lighting

Existing lighting and additional as required for safe
operation, in accordance with City of Pittsburg building
codes

Stormwater system

Sumps, pumps, piping, and surface impoundment; see
Section 2.3.5 and forthcoming Stormwater Management
Plan

Heating equipment

Natural gas-fired heaters
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2.3.2.3 South Tank Farm
The South Tank Farm consists of nine existing 500,000-BBL tanks and one
existing 54,000-BBL nominal-capacity tank situated over an approximately 96acre area. As with the East Tank Farm, storage tanks would be used for temporary
storage and transfer of crude oil and partially refined crude oil. However, as
discussed in Section 2.1, while all 16 storage tanks (located within both the East
Tank Farm and South Tank Farm) would be replaced, repaired and/or retrofitted
to be suitable for storing virgin crude oil and gas oil (or vacuum gas oil), only
Tanks 8 and 9 would have heating capability, and therefore, would be suitable for
storing fuel oil.
The project proposes to demolish four existing 500,000-BBL tanks (three of
which are currently equipped with external floating roofs [Tanks 10, 11, and 14]
and one of which has a cone-roof [Tank 12]) and replace them with four new
200,000–BBL tanks equipped with internal floating roof tanks. An internal
floating roof has a fixed roof constructed outside the tank above an internal
floating roof. An internal floating roof minimizes wind blowing over the roof
thereby reducing potential for air emissions. The remaining five existing 500,000BBL tanks (Tanks 8, 9, 13, 15, and 16) would be upgraded to current industry and
regulatory standards and would have retrofitted internal floating roofs installed.
New bottoms would be installed in the existing 500,000-BBL tanks and would
feature secondary containment and leak-detection systems. New 200,000-BBL
tanks would also be equipped with secondary containment and leak-detection
systems. The 54,000-BBL tank (Tank 17) is already equipped with an external
floating roof, double bottom with secondary containment, and leak detection
system. An external floating roof is a floating roof with an open top (i.e., there is
no fixed roof above it). The existing external floating roof would be refurbished to
meet current industry and regulatory standards. In addition to the tanks, the South
Tank Farm would include upgrades or replacement of ancillary equipment such as
pumps, manifolds, heaters, electrical equipment, stormwater retention basin (see
Section 2.3.5) ,and pipeline pump station (see Section 2.3.4). In addition, two
electrical (modular) buildings would be included on-site (refer to substation
electrical buildings 1 and 2, shown on Figure 2-5).
Proposed project components within the South Tank Farm are summarized in
Table 2-4 and proposed storage tank details are included in Table 2-5.
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Table 2-4: Proposed South Tank Farm Components
Component

Description
•

•

Tanks

•

•

Five existing 500,000-barrel (BBL) cone-roof crude
oil tanks retrofitted with internal floating roofs and
new tank bottoms (Tanks 8, 9, 13, 15, and 16)
Three existing 500,000-BBL external floating roof
crude oil tanks demolished and replaced with 200,000BBL internal floating roof tanks (Tanks 10, 11, and
14)
One existing 500,000-barrel (BBL) cone-roof crude
oil tank demolished and replaced with a new 200,000BBL internal floating roof tank (Tank 12)
One 54,000-BBL external floating roof tank
refurbished (new bottom with secondary containment
and leak detection system previously installed in
1992) (Tank 17)

Pumping equipment

Crude oil transfer pumps, mixing pumps, and sump pumps

Buildings

Two electrical control (modular) buildings

Fire-fighting system

Existing firewater systems would be reviewed for
compliance with National Fire Protection Association and
county/city fire standards and upgraded as necessary

Electrical substation

WesPac substation to provide electrical power to the
storage terminal

Electrical service line

From Pacific Gas and Electric Company

Sanitary sewer connection

City of Pittsburg

Site security

Security guards, lighting, and surveillance cameras;
security perimeter fencing shared with NRG

Site lighting

Existing lighting and additional as required for safe
operation, in accordance with City of Pittsburg building
codes

Stormwater system

Sumps, pumps, piping, and surface impoundment; see
Section 2.3.5 and forthcoming Stormwater Management
Plan

Heating equipment

Natural gas-fired heaters
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Table 2-5: South Tank Farm Storage Information
Tank
No.
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Nominal Capacity
(barrels)

Year Built

Proposed Roof Type

8

500,000

1972

Internal floating roof

9

500,000

1974

Internal floating roof

10

200,000

1973

Internal floating roof

11

200,000

1973

Internal floating roof

12

200,000

1974

Internal floating roof

13

500,000

1973

Internal floating roof

14

200,000

1973

Internal floating roof

15

500,000

1974

Internal floating roof

16

500,000

1974

Internal floating roof

17

54,000

1975

External floating roof
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2.3.2.4 Electrical Substation
A one bank 115/4.16- or 66/4.16-kilovolt (kV) distribution substation would be
constructed within the South Tank Farm to provide electrical service to the
Terminal. Electric service would be provided by Pacific Gas and Electric
Company (PG&E), which provides natural gas and electricity to the project area
and a 70,000-square-mile service area in northern and central California. While
electric service would be provided by PG&E, the substation itself would be
constructed, owned, and operated by WesPac.
The permanent footprint of the substation (i.e., fenced-in areas) would measure
approximately 170 feet by 240 feet (approximately 1 acre). The substation would
be located within the South Tank Farm immediately east of Tank 15, just north of
the Union Pacific Railroad and west of the main access road within the Terminal
facility3. The location is relatively flat and previously graded, and would not
require additional grading or slope stabilization efforts.
The proposed substation layout is provided on Figure 2-7: Proposed 66 kV or 115
kV Substation Conceptual Layout and a corresponding profile view of the
substation is provided on Figure 2-8: Proposed 66 kV or 115 kV Substation
Conceptual Profile. The major equipment required for the substation installation
would include: steel bus support racks, high-voltage circuit breakers, a threephase 115/4.16- or 66/4.16-kV power transformer (rated for 21 megavolt amperes
and 8 percent impedance), isolation switches, control cabinet with 125-volt
battery system, an approximate 5-kV outdoor switchgear enclosure with
switchgears and metering, and an approximately 30- to 50-foot-tall dead-end
structure for connecting to the power line. The expected maximum load is
approximately 16 megawatts at 90 percent power factor.
Four substation electrical buildings (substation electrical buildings 1, 2, 3, and 4)
would be installed within the storage terminal for related substation electric
equipment, including disconnecting switches, neutral grounding reactors,
instrument transformers, protective relaying, metering and control system, and
electric grounding system equipment (refer to Figure 2-5). Substation electrical
building 1 is located to the north of Tank 16; substation electrical building 2 is
located south of Tank 16; substation electrical building 3 is located southwest of
Tank 6, and substation electrical building 4 is located northwest of Tank 1 (refer
to Figure 2-5). Equipment footings and pads would be impervious and would
account for approximately 1,000 square feet. Substation buildings would be raised
off the ground with a pervious area underneath, and the remaining substation area
would consist of pervious, graded rock. An aboveground conduit system would be
installed throughout the Terminal, following the same path as the onshore storage
terminal piping, where feasible, to connect the main 115/4.16- or 66/4.16- kV
3

The location and orientation of the substation is subject to change based on the interconnection to
Pacific Gas and Electric Company power lines, final engineering, and other factors.
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substation to associated electrical equipment and relay power to different portions
of the facility.
The tallest piece of equipment within the substation would be an approximate 30foot-tall dead-end structure that supports the looped line. The switchgear
enclosure is used to house sensitive recording and communication equipment that
require weather protection. The enclosure would also house the controls and
relays for the lines and circuit breakers. A chain-link fence would border the
substation footprint for security purposes. Double-swing entry and exit gates
would allow access into the substation. Security lighting for the substation
arrangement would consist of either lamps mounted on structures and equipment
or free-standing light poles within the substation. Lighting fixtures would be
located and designed to avoid casting light or glare toward off-site locations, in
accordance with the requirements of the City of Pittsburg Municipal Code (PMC)
section 18.82.030.
As the substation transformer contains mineral oil, concrete secondary
containment pads would be installed to provide protection in the unlikely event of
a mineral oil release. Containment pads would have raised curbs, approximately 6
inches high and 6 inches wide, surrounding the equipment to prevent fluid from
spilling into the main substation area. In the unlikely event of a spill, fluid would
be entirely contained within the secondary containment area for removal and
proper disposal. The spill pad would have a small valve to allow for the drainage
of clean rain water, as necessary.
Pacific Gas and Electric Company Power Line Interconnection
Substation installation would require connecting the dead-end structure to
PG&E’s Pittsburg Power Plant 115-kV Substation, specifically 115-kV Bus
Section “E” (located within the PG&E Switchyard facility northerly adjacent to
the South Tank Farm (see Figure 2-9: Proposed PG&E Power Line
Interconnection.) The proposed 115 kV power line interconnection would extend
overhead approximately 2,000 feet (on approximately 7 to 12 new tubular steel
poles [TSP], spans ranging from 200 to 600 feet). As depicted in Figure 2-9, the
alignment would leave the northern end of the substation and extend
approximately 500 feet north (in between Tanks 14 and 15 and across the
stormwater retention pond), and then extend approximately 1,500 feet northeast,
terminating at the PG&E Pittsburg Power Plant 115-kV Substation. The new
structures would use a “raptor friendly” design that has larger spacing between the
conductors and steel supports to minimize bird contacts with line.
While the substation would be constructed, owned and operated by WesPac, the
new power line interconnection would be constructed, owned and operated by
PG&E.
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TSPs installed would provide the following clearances:
•
•
•

At minimum 6-foot horizontal clearance between conductor and oil tank (at
maximum wire sway under wind conditions).
At minimum 27-foot vertical clearance between conductor and ground.
At minimum 10-foot vertical separation of conductors (different circuits).

2.3.3 Rail Transload Facility
The proposed project would include the construction and operation of a new Rail
Transload Facility in an existing BNSF rail yard, located 0.25 mile south of the
existing NRG Pittsburg Generating Station (see Figure 2-10: Rail Transload
Facility). The Rail Transload Facility would be capable of receiving and
transloading crude oil from up to one 104-car unit train per day. Product would be
unloaded in the transloading area and pumped to newly constructed 200,000-BBL
storage tanks (Tanks 10, 11, 12 and 14) located within the Storage Terminal
(South Tank Farm) via a new 20-inch diameter pipeline, referred to throughout
this EIR as the Rail Pipeline (see Section 2.3.4.3).
Main components of the Rail Transload Facility include landing and departure
tracks, transloading area, Rail Pipeline, administration building, associated
utilities and stormwater management system, as further described below.
2.3.3.1 Landing and Departure Tracks
One new landing and departure track, approximately 9,000 feet in length, would
be constructed parallel-to and south-of an existing BNSF main track located north
of the Rail Transload Facility (see Figure 2-10: Rail Transload Facility). This new
landing and departure track, along with an existing adjacent BNSF siding track,
would be used for both receiving inbound trains and assembling outbound trains.
Both the landing and departure track and the siding track would be capable of
accommodating one 104-car unit train. A single 104-car unit train is
approximately 6,585 feet in length, including rail tank cars, buffer cars, and three
locomotives.
Four bridge structures would be constructed for the new landing and departure
track crossings; one crossing Willow Pass Road and three crossing unnamed
tributaries to Willow Creek. These bridges would be built adjacent to existing
BNSF bridges and would require the widening of existing crossings. New bridges
would follow the same designs as those for the existing bridges.
2.3.3.2 Transloading Area
A concrete transloading area would be constructed for the unloading of rail tank
cars at the Rail Transload Facility. The transloading area would consist of four
tracks: two tracks with 29 rail car unloading stations, and two tracks with 23 rail
car unloading stations, for a total of 104 rail car unloading stations within the
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transloading area. This design allows for all rail cars to be unloaded concurrently
without need for movement, other than movement surrounding arrival and
departure.
The concrete foundation for the transloading area would be sloped to contain any
leakage from rail cars. A spill containment system capable of holding the full
contents of one rail tank car, or the amount of firewater (water and foam mixture)
needed to fight a fire, would be installed. For a more detailed description about
the handling of stormwater, see Chapter 17.0: Water Resources.
The transloading system would consist of manifold collection pipes that would
run between each pair of transloading tracks (see Figure 2-11: Crude Oil Rail
Transload Operations). Each rail car would connect to a collection pipe via a
flexible hose stemming from the bottom of each tank car at the unloading station.
The collection pipes would connect to a suction pipe that would allow for gravity
flow of crude oil to the crude oil transfer pump vault. Pumps within the crude oil
transfer pump vault would propel oil through the new 20-inch diameter Rail
Pipeline to the storage terminal. For more information describing the Rail
Pipeline, see Section 2.3.4.3, Rail Pipeline.
Each tank car needs to be vented during transloading to prevent creation of a
vacuum in each tank car. Check valves would be connected to the vent valves on
the top of each tank car, allowing air to enter the tank cars and preventing vapors
from escaping. As crude oil drains out of the rail car, air would enter through
vents helping to prevent the emission of vapors. These vents would be accessed
by workers using self-propelled man-lifts. For a more detailed discussion about
transloading area operations, see Section 2.5.4, Rail Transload Facility
Operations.
In the unlikely event of a fire, the transloading area would be equipped with
firewater monitors and hoses along with aqueous film forming foam.
2.3.3.3 Administration Building
A new administration building would be constructed for the Rail Transload
Facility and associated storage terminal operations (see Figure 2-10). This
building would be used by Rail Transload Facility employees for various
activities and used as a control center for the Rail Transload Facility operations.
The building would be a modular type building, one story high, approximately 70
feet wide by 24 feet long, and 14 feet high.
A small parking lot would be constructed adjacent to the building to
accommodate 31 parking spaces and a trash enclosure. The parking lot would
have 29 standard parking spaces and two Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
compliant handicapped accessible parking spaces. A location for trash enclosure
has not yet been determined on project plans.
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2.3.3.4 Utilities
Connections to local utilities would be required for electricity, potable water,
wastewater, telephone and internet.
2.3.4 Pipelines
The Terminal would connect to two third-party common-carrier pipelines and
proposed Rail Transload Facility for receipt and delivery of product to and from
other oil sources, terminals, and refineries.
Common-carrier pipelines are utilities that serve any customers who meet the
connection policies of the pipeline carriers. Their policies and rates are regulated
by the California Public Utilities Commission. The two common-carrier pipelines
to which the Terminal would be connected are the San Pablo Bay Pipeline
(currently idle and owned by San Pablo Bay Pipeline Company [SPBPC], a
subsidiary of Shell Pipeline Company LP) and the KLM Pipeline (currently
owned and operated by Chevron Pipeline Company [Chevron]). As discussed in
Section 2.3.3, the proposed Rail Transload Facility would receive crude oil by rail
car and offload product to a pipeline connected to the storage terminal (Rail
Pipeline).
Possible refineries that may receive oil from and/or deliver oil to the Terminal are
included in Table 2-6. General pipeline connection components are summarized
in Table 2-7, and detailed characteristics and operational parameters specific to
the KLM Pipeline connection, San Pablo Bay Pipeline, and Rail Pipeline are
provided in Table 2-8.
Table 2-6: Refineries that May Receive-Crude-Oil-from and/or DeliverCrude-Oil-to the Terminal
Oil Refinery

Address

Shell Martinez Refinery

3485 Pacheco Boulevard
Martinez, California 94553

Conoco Phillips Refinery

1380 San Pablo Avenue
Rodeo, California 94572

Tesoro Golden Eagle Refinery

150 Solano Way
Martinez, California 94553

Valero Benicia Refinery

3400 East 2nd Street
Benicia, California 94510
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Table 2-7: Proposed Pipeline Connection Components
Component
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Description

Pumping equipment

Four shipping pumps that could be used individually or in
any combination to either the San Pablo Bay Pipeline,
KLM Pipeline connection, or Rail Pipeline

Oil quantity measurement
equipment

Pipeline pigging facilities

Five sets of oil quantity measurement meters and samplers
for the following services:
• KLM Pipeline Incoming
• KLM Pipeline Outgoing
• San Pablo Bay Pipeline Incoming
• San Pablo Bay Pipeline Outgoing
• Rail Pipeline Incoming
San Pablo Bay Pipeline and Rail Pipeline scraper traps

Buildings

Pipeline pump station located within the South Tank Farm

Electrical substation

Owned and operated by WesPac, located within the South
Tank Farm

Electrical service line

Provided by Pacific Gas and Electric Company, located
within the South Tank Farm

Parking

Maintenance and emergency vehicles only within the
permanent right-of-way; parking also available within the
storage terminal

Site security

Included within the South Tank Farm

Site lighting

Existing facility lighting within the South Tank Farm and
additional lighting within the storage terminal, as needed
for safe operation

Stormwater system

Included within the South Tank Farm
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Table 2-8: Detailed Pipeline Connection Characteristics and
Operational Components
Characteristic or
Operational
Component

KLM Pipeline
Connection

Rail Pipeline

San Pablo Bay
Pipeline

New

New

1975

Pipeline connection
diameter

12.75 inches

20 inches

16 inches

Pipeline connection
thickness

0.375 inch

0.375 inch

0.281 inch

Maximum operating
pressure

1,200 pounds per
square inch (psi)
maximum

285 psi maximum

1,163 psi
maximum

0.42 mile

0.56 mile

13.2 mile

Operating
temperature

Typical ambient
(Maximum 140
degrees [°]
Fahrenheit [F])

Typical ambient
(Maximum 140° F)

Typical ambient
(Maximum 140°
F)

Operating flow rate

3,314 to 5,666
barrels per hour
(BPH)

1,500 to 11,000
BPH

6,785 to 11,488
BPH

Pipeline connection
coating

Fusion bonded
epoxy

Fusion bonded
epoxy

2-inch-thick
polyurethane
foam with
polyethylene
jacket

Cathode protection
system in place

Yes

Yes

Yes

Supervisory Control
And Data Acquisition
(SCADA) system

Yes

Yes

Yes

Carbon steel,
electric resistance
weld

Carbon steel,
electric resistance
weld

Carbon steel,
electric resistance
weld

Light (e.g., virgin
crude oil and gas
oil) and heavy (e.g.,
fuel oil)

Light (e.g., virgin
crude oil and gas
oil)

Light (e.g., virgin
crude oil and gas
oil) and heavy
(e.g., fuel oil)

Year constructed

Length of pipeline
connection

Pipeline connection
type
Type of crude oil
transported
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Characteristic or
Operational
Component
Isolation valves

City of Pittsburg

KLM Pipeline
Connection

Rail Pipeline

San Pablo Bay
Pipeline

New isolation valve
proposed for
installation at the
Terminal

New isolation valve
proposed for
installation at the
Terminal

Existing isolation
valve at
Terminal; four
isolation valves
along pipeline

2.3.4.1 San Pablo Bay Pipeline
The existing San Pablo Bay Pipeline is a 42-mile-long pipeline extending from
the Chevron Refinery in the City of Richmond to the NRG Pittsburg Generating
Station (see Figure 2-12: San Pablo Bay Pipeline). A 13.2-mile-long currently idle
section of the pipeline would be reactivated and used to transport crude oil
between the Terminal and nearby San Francisco Bay Area refineries, terminals,
and other existing active common-carrier pipelines. The existing 16-inch-diameter
segment is located on the west side of the Terminal, just south of Tank 15,
approximately 0.15 mile north of West 10th Street (Willow Road). The existing
pipeline includes facilities for pig launching and receiving 4, pipeline internal
inspection, and maintenance devices.
While the San Pablo Bay Pipeline appears to be in good condition and adequate
for the proposed uses outlined in this EIR, prior to operation, a written plan would
need to be provided by the SPBPC or future pipeline owner 5 to the State Fire
Marshall describing the process and testing procedures that would be used to
demonstrate integrity. The SPBPC or future pipeline owner would also need to
provide recent pipeline testing and inspection reports and updated documents
required by State Code, such as filings that provide background and a description
of existing and future inspection, maintenance, improvements, and replacements
required for the existing pipeline segment. Once inspection, improvements, and
testing of the pipeline have occurred, it would be placed into service and operated
in compliance with all applicable federal and state laws and regulations governing
pipelines used in the transportation of hazardous materials.

4

Pig launching and receiving facilities may require minor work to extend the receiving/launching
barrel to better accommodate the smart pigs.
5
For the purposes of this discussion we have indicated that the current owner, San Pablo Bay
Pipeline Company, would need to provide documentation to the State Fire Marshall that verifies
that existing pipeline material is chemically compatible with the petroleum products to be
transported. However, ownership of this 13.2-mile segment of the San Pablo Bay Pipeline, under
this project, is still to be determined. Should ownership transfer occur, the new owner would be
required to submit similar documentation to the State Fire Marshall.
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2.3.4.2 KLM Pipeline
A new 0.42-mile-long, 12.75-inch-diameter pipeline connection would be
constructed to connect the Terminal to the existing KLM common-carrier pipeline
that is located on the south side of North Parkside Drive (see Figure 2-13:
Proposed Pipeline Connections). The existing KLM Pipeline transports crude oil
from California’s Central Valley to San Francisco Bay Area refineries and
terminals. The proposed alignment extends south from the pipeline pump station
along the Terminal’s permanent access road, crosses West 10th Street, the BNSF
Rail Transload Facility, and terminates on the south side of North Parkside Drive.
The pipeline connection would be “looped” inside the Terminal by routing two
parallel 12-inch-diameter pipelines from a connection point at the KLM Pipeline
on North Parkside Drive to the on-site pipeline pump station to accommodate
simultaneous receipt and delivery. The new lines would be designed to
accommodate internal inspection and maintenance devices.
2.3.4.3 Rail Pipeline
A new 20-inch diameter underground pipeline, approximately 0.56 mile long,
would be constructed to connect the Rail Transload Facility to the storage
terminal, allowing the Terminal to receive crude oil and partially refined crude oil
from rail tank cars. The proposed alignment would extend from the Rail
Transload Facility north through private property, across West 10th Street, and
onto the proposed project property at the intersection of West 10th Street and the
entrance road to the Terminal (see Figure 2-13: Proposed Pipeline Connections).
To allow for internal cleaning of the Rail Pipeline and inspection devices, a
scraper launcher and receiver would be installed. In addition, meters would be
installed at each end of the pipeline to measure the quantity of oil entering and
leaving the Rail Pipeline. The quantities would be monitored by a computerized
leak detection system. The Rail Pipeline would be coated with special corrosion
resistant coatings and connected to an induced current cathodic protection system
to prevent corrosion.
2.3.4.4 Pipeline Safety
The San Pablo Bay Pipeline and KLM Pipeline (common-carrier pipelines) are
currently maintained and operated under the SPBPC Integrity Management (IM)
Program and Chevron KLM IM Program, respectively, in accordance with
applicable state and federal regulatory guidelines. These operating programs are
subject to regular audits by the California State Fire Marshall that verify that they
are in compliance with applicable codes and other accepted safe operating
practices. IM programs for each operating company include routine internal
inspections, hydrotesting, cathodic protection surveys, and visual field
observations of pipeline rights-of-way.
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Pipeline connection agreements for the idle 13.2-mile-long segment of the San
Pablo Bay Pipeline, the proposed KLM connection, and the proposed Rail
Pipeline have not yet been finalized with each prospective operating company as a
function of the project. Therefore, responsibilities (based on ownership) for
pipeline safety of aboveground and underground pipeline components have not
been fully established. If no transfer of pipeline ownership occurs, underground
pipelines and other associated receiving and shipping equipment from final
delivery or originating points would be maintained and operated by their
respective operating companies. These new (or recently activated) pipeline
connection segments would be integrated into existing risk management and
ranking systems. In this case, SPBPC, Chevron Pipeline Company and BNSF
would be responsible for regular operations and maintenance work and for the
assessment of risk and risk ranking, as required by state and federal regulations. If
a transfer of ownership of either pipeline segment occurs, the new owner would
be responsible for the above-described pipeline safety practices, and would be
required to comply with all state and federal regulations.
2.3.4.5 Pipeline Pump Station
The existing pipeline pump station, located within the South Tank Farm northeast
of Tank 16, would be upgraded to include modernized, dedicated pipeline pumps
for pumping crude oil through the San Pablo Bay Pipeline, KLM Pipeline
connection, and Rail Pipeline (refer to Figure 2-5). The pipeline pump station
would include dedicated flow-measurement and leak-detection equipment,
pipeline isolation valves, and manifolds for the San Pablo Bay Pipeline, KLM
Pipeline connection, and Rail Pipeline. Scraper trap facilities would also be
provided for the San Pablo Bay Pipeline and Rail Pipeline.
Table 2-9 summarizes the existing and proposed components for each pipeline
that would be utilized or installed, respectively, within the pipeline pump station
and Terminal. Regular operations and maintenance of pipeline metering, proving,
and pump facilities proposed for the Terminal would be provided by WesPac.
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Table 2-9: Existing and Proposed Pipeline Pump Station
Components
Pipeline Pump Station Component

Current Status

San Pablo Bay Pipeline
Pig launcher/receiver

Existing, but would likely
require an extension of the
receiving and launching
barrel to better
accommodate smart pigs

Meter

New

Meter Prover*

New

Mainline shipping pumps

New

Electrical room*

New

Valve manifold

New

KLM Pipeline
Meter

New

Meter Prover*

New

Mainline shipping pumps

New

Electrical room*

New

Valve manifold

New

12-inch-diameter receiving line

New

12-inch-diameter delivery line

New

Rail Pipeline
Meter

New

Meter Prover*

New

Electrical room*

New

Valve manifold

New

20-inch diameter receiving line

New

*Denotes that the component is shared by both the San Pablo Bay Pipeline, KLM Pipeline, and
Rail Pipeline.

WesPac Pittsburg Energy Infrastructure Project
Recirculated Draft EIR

July 2013
2.0-53

Comment Letter B6
2.0 Proposed Project and Alternatives

City of Pittsburg

2.3.5 Stormwater Management
Stormwater management of the marine and onshore storage terminals would be
separated from NRG’s stormwater management program, which currently
includes the project site. The management of stormwater in the marine and
onshore fuel storage terminals would be conducted in the same way as it is
currently managed by NRG; however, the responsibility for its management
would be separately adopted as part of Terminal operations. Specifically, one
existing NRG outfall (E003) to Willow Creek would be adopted as part of the
Terminal in the land sale agreement and used as the only discharge point for
stormwater at the Terminal. Additional infrastructure would be constructed, as
summarized below, to ensure stormwater is managed in accordance with the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Industrial Stormwater
Discharge Permit (NPDES General Permit No. CA000002, Order No. 97-03DWQ):
•

Repurposing of an existing stormwater collection pond in the northeast corner
of the proposed Terminal

•

Water treatment facility (i.e., OWS) in the northeast area of the proposed
Terminal

•

Piping to convey stormwater southward from the (repurposed) stormwater
collection pond and OWS (located in the East Tank Farm) to the stormwater
retention basin (located in the South Tank Farm [currently a surface ditch is
present])

•

Piping to convey stormwater northward from the existing stormwater
retention basin to the (repurposed) stormwater collection pond (currently
piping disconnected)

Additionally, piping would be adjusted to decouple the stormwater management
of the proposed Terminal from that of the NRG facility. A detailed stormwater
management plan (SMP) would be developed for the Terminal and a copy
maintained on-site. An overview of the proposed stormwater management
facilities and the proposed SMP are presented below.
2.3.5.1 Marine Terminal
The loading platform would be equipped with curbing surrounding the area
containing crude oil piping, and a catch basin to collect rainwater that may be
contaminated with oil to prevent contaminated water from entering Suisun Bay.
This collected rainwater would be transported onshore by an approximately 650foot-long, 4-inch-diameter pipeline located along the pipeline trestle, to the
proposed repurposed stormwater collection pond located within the East Tank
Farm (refer to Figure 2-5). The repurposed stormwater collection pond, located
north of Tank 1, would be used to route stormwater through the OWS for
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treatment. Stormwater would be routed southward to the stormwater retention
basin, and finally released into Willow Creek at the stormwater discharge point.
For more detailed information regarding stormwater management for the marine
terminal, see Section 2.4.2.7 and Chapter 17.0: Water Resources.
2.3.5.2 Storage Terminal
Routine Conditions
Stormwater accumulating in the South Tank Farm area would continue to collect
in the existing stormwater retention basin situated along the north end of the
South Tank Farm (roughly north of Tanks 8, 12, 13, and 14, and adjacent to the
main access road within the Terminal) (refer to Figure 2-5). Under normal
conditions, the water would be visually observed and released through the
existing outfall to Willow Creek, as necessary, upon confirmation that it is free of
sheen or other evidence of contamination. Stormwater to be released into Willow
Creek from the stormwater retention basin is contained behind a valved concrete
box. The gate valve is maintained in the closed position pending visual
confirmation that there is no evidence of the presence of pollutants, at which time
it is pumped into Willow Creek. Operators would have direct control of all
discharges by activating manual valves. Additional confirmatory monitoring and
testing of stormwater would be conducted as necessary to ensure water quality, as
would be detailed in the SMP (to be developed for the Terminal), in accordance
with NPDES General Permit No. CA000002, Order No. 97-03-DWQ.
Stormwater accumulating in the East Tank Farm and on the oil-handling portion
of the main unloading platform within the marine terminal would be routed to an
existing lined concrete pond, which would be repurposed as a stormwater
collection pond, situated at the north end of the onshore storage terminal (refer to
Figure 2-5).Following visual confirmation that the water is free of sheen and other
evidence of contamination (in accordance with NPDES General Permit No.
CA000002, Order No. 97-03-DWQ), the water would be pumped (southward) to
the stormwater retention basin for ultimate discharge to Willow Creek via the
existing outfall in the South Tank Farm area.
Calculations of possible runoff from facility drainage areas during peak (25-year,
24-hour) storm events indicate that the existing stormwater retention basin has
adequate capacity to accommodate peak flows. Additional flows from proposed
impervious surfaces to be installed as part of the project (such as new buildings,
parking areas, and pipeline pump station) constitute an insignificant volume of
runoff during a peak storm event (approximately 0.03 percent of the total from
storage and marine terminal areas). As such, the stormwater retention basin is of
adequate capacity to continue to serve as a collection area prior to discharge into
Willow Creek. For more information regarding stormwater management routine
conditions, see Chapter 17.0: Water Resources.
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Non-routine Conditions
In the event that sheen or other evidence of contamination is observed in the
stormwater retention basin in the South Tank Farm area, the water may be treated
locally (with absorbent booms, skimming devices or other containment measures)
or maybe pumped (northward) to the newly repurposed stormwater collection
pond and proposed OWS for treatment. Following treatment by the OWS,
stormwater would be routed back (southward) to the stormwater retention basin,
and finally released into Willow Creek at the stormwater discharge point.
In the event that a sheen or other evidence of contamination is observed in the
stormwater collection pond (e.g., from stormwater generated in the East Tank
Farm or marine terminal),the water would be treated through the OWS prior to
discharge at the Willow Creek stormwater discharge point.
For more detailed information regarding the stormwater retention basin, OWS,
and associated pipeline draining system see Section 2.4.2.7 and Chapter 17.0:
Water Resources.
2.3.5.3 Rail Transload Facility
The entire transloading platform would be built on a sloped and curbed concrete
slab, allowing for the capture of stormwater, spills, or leaks that occur during the
transloading process. Since the concrete slab would be subject to spills and leaks,
all rainwater that falls on the slab would be considered contact-water and subject
to treatment. Stormwater collected on the slab would be routed to two
underground storage tanks with a total capacity of 100,000 gallons. All water
would then be run through the OWS and discharged into a bioswale. A bioswale
is an engineered drainage channel consisting of a loamy sand/soil mixture over
gravel and a perforated drainage pipe. It promotes water recharge into the water
table.
For purposes of containment sizing, Spill Prevention, Control, and
Countermeasure Plan (SPCC) would require that the containment system also
capture the entire contents of one rail car, or about 30,000 gallons. The volume
from a fire monitor discharge system for the Rail Transload Facility totals
100,000 gallons. The underground holding tanks would be used to capture
catastrophic spills from a tank car or the discharge from the fire protection system
in the event of a fire. Discharges of oil or firewater foam into the underground
storage tanks would be removed using vacuum trucks, as needed, and disposed of
at an approved disposal facility, as required.
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2.4

CONSTRUCTION

2.4.1 Marine Terminal
2.4.1.1 Governing Codes and Standards
The marine terminal would be analyzed and designed in accordance with
MOTEMS, CCR, Title 24, Part 2 Chapter 31F. In addition, the following design
standards would be used:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

American Institute of Steel Construction: Manual of Steel Construction –Load
and Resistance Factor Design and American Stress Design
American Concrete Institute 318 – Building Code Requirements for Structural
Concrete and Commentary
National Design Specification for Wood Construction
American Welding Society D1.1 (Structural Steel Welding Code), D1.4
(Reinforcing Steel Welding Code), and D1.5 (Bridge Welding Code)
American Petroleum Institute, Recommended Practice 2A-LRFD: Planning,
Designing, and Constructing Fixed Offshore Platforms
Oil Companies International Marine Forum: Mooring Equipment Guidelines
Port International Navigation Association: Guidelines for the Design of
Fender Systems
Military Handbook, Piers and Wharves MIL-HDBK-1025/1
American Society of Civil Engineers 7 - Minimum Design Loads for
Buildings and Other Structures
California Fire Code (Title 24, Part 9)

In addition, to reduce the likelihood of damage to marine terminal structures from
soil expansion and/or contraction, a site-specific geotechnical investigation was
conducted to allow for detailed structural design, taking soil properties into
account.
2.4.1.2 General Construction Sequence
Marine terminal construction activities would generally occur in the following
order:
1. Demolish, or partially demolish (as applicable), structures that would require
replacement
2. Install piles to support new structures, or retrofit or repair existing structures
3. Install prefabricated cap beams and deck elements
4. Install and/or retrofit equipment and piping supported by platforms
5. Install other associated dock piping, including piping for electrical conduit,
main loading/unloading crude oil line, flush line, vapor line, stormwater line,
and various other utilities (such as firewater, and plumbing)
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6. Install dock control building and other marine terminal structures (not
included in the berth structure)
7. Cleanup
8. Equipment commissioned and marine terminal released to operations
While this sequence provides a general idea of the succession of marine terminal
construction, some individual structures may be built concurrently, independent
of one another. For example, existing breasting dolphins may be installed on a
separate timeline than that of the mooring dolphins.
Dredging activities, which are described in Section 2.4.1.7, would occur
independently of the marine terminal general construction sequence provided
above, and may occur concurrently with the construction of the marine terminal.
For more information regarding construction scheduling see Section 2.4.10.
2.4.1.3 Typical Construction Equipment
Typical construction equipment and anticipated duration of use required for
marine terminal construction is included in Table 2-10.
Barges would be used for various purposes during construction of the marine
terminal. The estimated duration of barges to be used during construction is four
months. The anticipated average and peak number of barges is 6 and 12 barges,
respectively.
Table 2-10: Typical Marine Terminal Construction Equipment
Equipment
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Use

Number
of
Vehicles

Days per
Week of
Operation

Hours per
Day of
Operation

Duration
of Use
(weeks)

Peak
Use
Hours
per
Day

Dredge
derrick

Dredging
of
sediment

1

6

24

16

24

Derrick

Hoisting
materials

2

6

10

20

12

Tugboat

Moving
barges

2

6

12

20

24

WesPac Pittsburg Energy Infrastructure Project
Recirculated Draft EIR

Comment Letter B6
City of Pittsburg

2.0 Proposed Project and Alternatives

2.4.1.4 Access and Laydown Areas
Heavy equipment required for construction at the marine terminal would
generally be floating equipment, and as such, would access the site from the
Suisun Bay. Once floating equipment has been mobilized to the site, crews would
access this equipment from land. Larger, heavier materials such as piles, precast
decks, and fenders would be delivered to the site via barges. Smaller equipment
and privately owned vehicles transporting construction personnel would access
the Terminal via State Highway 4, Railroad Avenue, and West 10th Street as
described in Chapter 15.0: Land Transportation. Access to the Terminal would be
from West 10th Street. The 125-acre onshore project area would be used during
construction for parking. Two staging areas, staging areas 1 and 2, would be used
for temporary staging and laydown of construction materials and equipment
onshore (see Section 2.4.2.5 and refer to Figure 2-2).Some roadways would be
shared with NRG for access to the adjacent Pittsburg Generating Station.
2.4.1.5 Equipment Refueling
Refueling of derrick barges and tug boats would be conducted either at nearby
fuel docks such as the IMTT Terminal, or directly on-site. If conducted on-site,
fuel trucks or tug boats would transfer fuel directly to the derrick barges, or
derrick barges would be refueled using smaller fuel cells (500 to 1,000 gallons
each), which require bringing the fuel cell to the site on a barge and then pumping
the fuel from the fuel cell to the equipment tank. Smaller equipment such as
welding machines, generators, and light plants would be refueled using fuel cells.
Power tools such as chop saws and chain saws would be refueled using fuel cans,
approximately 5 gallons each. Derrick barges typically have the capacity to hold
approximately 5,000 to 10,000 gallons of diesel fuel.
2.4.1.6 Marine Terminal Construction
Construction would begin with the demolition, or partial demolition, of existing
structures that have been determined to require replacement. Structures that would
require initial demolition include: the main unloading platform and the existing
hose mast system (to be replaced with a new unloading platform with two new
unloading arms and gangway tower with gangway tower platform),four existing
breasting dolphins (to be replaced one for one), and the existing cantilevered
piping (currently supported by the existing access trestle). Derricks would be used
to demolish existing structures, and materials would be placed on barges for
disposal. Divers would use underwater cutting equipment to cut existing steel
piles slated for removal 3 feet below the midline.
Demolition would be followed by the installation of new steel piles (ranging in
diameter from 24 inches to 84 inches) and/or the repair of existing timber piles
(using sleeves or braces) to support new structures and strengthen existing
platforms. Piles requiring replacement would also be demolished at this time. The
exact number of piles to be installed or replaced is unknown at this time and new
piles may not necessarily replace the existing piles one for one. One reason for
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this is because the diameter of the new piles may be different than the diameter of
the old piles for some structures (e.g., the existing breasting dolphins currently
have multiple smaller-diameter piles that provide support, but the replacement
dolphins would utilize a single larger-diameter pile).Piles requiring removal
would be removed to the tip, if possible, and at a minimum cut 3 feet below the
midline (i.e., sea floor) and left in the ground. Depending on soil conditions, new
steel piles would be installed using a vibratory hammer or impact hammer. If soil
conditions are such that it is not possible to install piles with a vibratory
hammer—the preferred method—an impact hammer would be used. The
particular sound attenuation and sound reduction system to be employed during
pile driving, as appropriate, would be developed as part of permitting conditions
stipulated for the dock upgrades (e.g., Section 10 or Section 404 USACE permit,
or the lease agreement with the CSLC and/or City of Pittsburg).Piles would be
hammered until design tip elevations (e.g., elevations for compression, tension,
lateral, scour, liquefaction, or a combination of these loads) are met. These
elevations express the “intent” of the design and help the field engineer to resolve
constructability and quality issues. While the exact depths of the piles are
currently not available, in general, pile tip elevations would likely be between 80
feet and 130 feet below MLLW. Exact mud line elevations would also vary;
however, in general pile embodiments would be between approximately 60 feet
and 100 feet. Steel piles would be hollow and, therefore, significant displacement
of the seafloor is not anticipated.
Piles and pile installation equipment would be hoisted using a derrick barge.
Timber piles would be repaired using fiberglass jackets and grout (sleeves and
braces). Steel piles would be repaired by adding protective coatings. Following
the installation of piles, prefabricated cap beams and deck elements would be
installed. Concrete that is precast would come from a batch plant located near the
precasting site (the precasting site would not be located at the terminal). In small
quantities, cast-in-place concrete would be delivered in bags; in larger quantities,
concrete would be delivered via local ready-mix trucks and pumped or bucketed
to the appropriate location. Cast-in-place concrete would be delivered by truck,
loaded onto barges, and then taken to the project site, or would be delivered by
truck directly to the terminal.
Portions of the existing access platforms, walkways, catwalks, and decks would
be replaced or repaired, and the new unloading platform, gangway platform, oil
boom platforms, and pipeline trestle would also be installed, either with
prefabricated structures or constructed in place. Decks would consist of a
combination of steel and concrete. Delivery of steel and concrete would be as
described above. Grouted, fiberglass sleeves would be installed on existing timber
piles as needed. New timber stringers, caps, and decking would replace damaged
existing timber elements. Delivery of timber and fiberglass elements would be
made by a combination of barges and trucks.
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After platforms and walkways are established, marine terminal equipment slated
for retrofit would be upgraded and new equipment and dock pipelines would be
installed. Equipment installed and/or refurbished would include: four new
breasting dolphins; one gangway; two 16-inch-diameter, 120-foot long marine
unloading arms; and six 650-foot-long pipes for the transport of crude oil, flush
product, potable water, firewater, vessel cargo vapors, and stormwater. In
addition, a 650-foot-long cable tray containing wiring and cables would be
installed. The new 650-foot-long, 30-inch-diameter pipe and 12-inch-diameter
pipe for the transportation of crude oil and flush product would be installed with a
cap elevation of approximately +10 feet MLLW. Onshore crude oil piping
extending south from the pipeline trestle at the shoreline through the storage
terminal (both East and South tank farms) would be aboveground, similar to the
existing onshore storage terminal crude oil pipeline. For more information
regarding onshore storage terminal pipelines refer to Section 2.3.2.1 and see
Section 2.4.2.7.
New breasting dolphins would be located in a similar place as the existing
dolphins (refer to Figure 2-4 and see Figure 2-14: Existing and Proposed
Breasting Dolphin).Breasting dolphins would be similar to the existing dolphins
in that they would contain rubber fenders, plastic-faced steel fender panels,
mooring hardware, concrete caps, and steel piles. Instead of being supported by
multiple batter piles, new dolphins would be supported by a single plumb pile.
New dolphins would contain modern rubber fenders sized to accommodate the
design vessels.
Mooring dolphins would be retrofitted. The mooring and fendering system would
be designed to accommodate the range of vessels that may call at the terminal.
The fendering system would consist of energy-absorbing rubber cell or cone-type
fenders; ultra-high molecular weight plastic-faced panels; and shear, weight, and
tension chains. Fenders would be sized to absorb the calculated energy of the
berthing vessels. The supporting dolphins would be designed to resist the
corresponding reaction. Mooring points would be provided for breasting, spring,
bow, and stern lines. Breasting line mooring points would consist of triple quickrelease hooks. Other mooring points would consist of either quick-release hooks
or bollards. The mooring points and supporting dolphins would be designed to
resist the forces associated with a 25-year return period 30-second gust,
considering combinations of current, tide, and passing vessel effects.
Other structures that would be installed or refurbished include the dock control
building, approximately 20 feet long by 8 feet wide and 10 feet high, and various
associated dock fire protection equipment. These facilities would be designed to
meet applicable design codes. The installation or refurbishment of this equipment
would occur after the upgrades to the berth structure are complete. Refer to Figure
2-4 for a depiction of the berth structure and dolphin locations.
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2.4.1.7 Dredging
Prior to cleanup and commissioning the marine terminal into service, dredging
would be required to restore vessel access to the berth from the channel. For an
aerial view of the approximated area anticipated for dredging, see Figure 2-15:
Proposed Dredging Area; however, the exact extent of the dredging would be
controlled by the size of the vessels (the largest of which are expected to be
Aframax-type vessels), their approach from the channel, and the stability of the
slopes to be dredged (i.e., the ability to maintain existing stability with proposed
dredging).
The last dredging episode at the project site occurred in 1974, when
approximately 68,000 cubic yards of sediment were removed. While the proposed
depth of dredging would be dictated by vessel draft, low-tide levels, and underkeel clearance, the anticipated depth for dredging would be approximately 38 feet
below MLLW, plus 2 feet over dredge allowance. Sediment in the proposed
dredging area is currently as shallow as 15 feet below MLLW. As all of the
construction and dredging occur outside the United States Army Corps of
Engineers-delineated channel, closure of the channel is not foreseen.
Marine terminal construction, including dredging, would require approximately
75 barge trips to dispose of dredged and demolished materials, to supply new
materials, and provide equipment, as discussed in Section 2.4.1.3, Typical
Construction Equipment.
Dredging would be accomplished using a clamshell-type bucket for placement on
a derrick barge. The estimated approximate dredge quantity is 140,000 cubic
yards, plus 30,000 cubic yards over dredge, for a total of 170,000 cubic yards.
The final quantity of dredged material would depend upon finalization of the
vessel approach as well as geotechnical analysis of seafloor slopes. For more
information regarding existing soils, see Appendix A: Characterization of WesPac
Energy Pittsburg LLC Marine Terminal Dredging Project Sediments: Dredge
Materials Sampling and Analysis Results, which includes the results of Tier II
(chemical and physical) sampling analyses completed on existing soils.
Soil samples collected from the proposed dredging area have been tested and
determined to be suitable for disposal at either an upland disposal site on Winter
Island or within the Montezuma Wetlands.
Winter Island is a privately owned, 543-acre beneficial-reuse island managed to
enhance freshwater wetland habitat and operated as a duck club. It is
approximately 2 miles upstream from the proposed WesPac Energy–Pittsburg
Terminal. At this location, dredged material would be used to build up the 5 miles
of levees surrounding the island. The barge disposal access at Winter Island has
been successfully used in the past for barges with up to 12 feet draft. Access for
4,000-cubic-yard barges exists in the dredge cut circumventing this island. The
dredge scows would be unloaded at Winter Island by derrick barge and clamshell
July 2013
2.0-62

WesPac Pittsburg Energy Infrastructure Project
Recirculated Draft EIR

Comment Letter
B6
Existing

Multi pl e Pi l es

Similar to Proposed

Si ngl e P il e
X:\WesPac\DEIR Reissue\02 Project Description\mxd\Figure 2-14 Existing and Proposed Breasting Dolphin.mxd

Figure 2-14
Existing and Proposed Breasting Dolphin
City of Pittsburg
WesPac Pittsburg Energy Infrastructure Project

6/11/2013

Comment Letter B6

Comment Letter B6

S u i s u n

B a y

Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX,
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community
X:\WesPac\DEIR Reissue\02 Project Description\mxd\Figure 2-15 Proposed Dredging Area.mxd

Figure 2-15
Proposed Dredging Area
City of Pittsburg
WesPac Pittsburg Energy Infrastructure Project

Terminal Boundary
Dredging Area

1:4,800

W

1 inch = 400 feet

6/11/2013

0

200

ft
400

Comment Letter B6

Comment Letter B6
City of Pittsburg

2.0 Proposed Project and Alternatives

bucket. The Winter Island Reclamation District is available to accept the material
at all times during the calendar year. Tug boats towing barge scows from the
shipping channel to the dredge cut would need to navigate at high water to
minimize the risk of running aground.
The Montezuma Wetlands disposal site is a privately owned and operated upland
disposal site that began accepting soil materials in 2003. The site is located at the
eastern edge of the Suisun Marsh and has proposed to restore nearly 2,000 acres
of tidal and seasonal wetlands. The Montezuma Wetlands are located 2 miles
upstream of the Terminal and are able to accept the quantity of material
anticipated for dredging. The Montezuma Wetlands disposal site can accept
materials from deeper-draft barges.
The final disposal location would be dependent on an economic analysis and
current disposal options at the time dredging occurs. For both disposal sites, soils
would be disposed of in accordance with all federal, state, and local regulations.
The candidate dredge material disposal sites (Montezuma and Winter Island) have
been specifically approved by the Dredged Materials Management Office,
including the RWQCB and the USACE, to receive the dredge materials per their
review of analytical sediment data for the proposed dredge footprint area.
2.4.2 Storage Terminal
2.4.2.1 Governing Codes and Standards
The storage terminal would be analyzed and designed in accordance with the
following design standards:
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

American Petroleum Institute (API), Recommended Practice (RP) 570 Piping
Inspection Code: In-service Inspection, Rating, Repair, and Alteration of
Piping Systems
API, RP 650 Welded Steel Tanks for Oil Storage
API, RP 652 Lining of Aboveground Petroleum Storage Tank Bottoms
API, RP 1104 Welding of Pipeline and Related Facilities, 19th Edition
API, Standard 653 Tank Inspection, Repair, Alteration and Reconstruction
Department of Transportation (DOT), Code of Federal Regulations, Title 49,
Part 195 Transportation of Hazardous Liquids by Pipeline (DOT-195)
National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 30 – Flammable and
Combustible Liquids Code
NFPA 70 – National Electric Code
California State Fire Marshall, California Pipeline Safety Act
California Building Code
California Fire Code
California Electric Code
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To reduce the likelihood of damage to overlying structures from soil expansion
and/or contraction, a site-specific geotechnical investigation and report would be
prepared to allow for detailed structural design, taking soil properties into
account. The geotechnical investigation would include exploratory soil borings,
laboratory testing, and analysis by a geotechnical engineer. The report would
include seismic design criteria for the engineer’s use in completing design work.
2.4.2.2 General Construction Sequence
Storage terminal construction activities would generally occur in the following
order:
1. For storage tank replacements, demolish existing 500,000-BBL tanks (Tanks
10, 11, 12 and 14) and erect new 200,000-BBL tanks.
2. Inspect and evaluate structure of remaining tanks for retrofitting and repair
work
3. Retrofit and repair storage tanks, including construction work associated with
tank bottoms, secondary containment, and leak detection
4. Retrofit, install, and repair tank roofs and install other associated storage tank
equipment, including tank heaters, thermal oxidizer, fire protection
components, and pumps, including associated noise barrier walls
5. Perform external structure repairs to tanks, platforms, and stairways
6. Install other associated storage terminal structures, including onshore storage
terminal pipelines, electrical systems, OWS, office and control building,
warehouse building, other electrical control buildings, and substation
While this sequence provides a general idea of the succession of storage terminal
construction, some individual structures may be built concurrently, independent
of one another. For example, construction work associated with the storage tank
retrofit may be concurrent with construction work associated with other storage
terminal facilities such as the fire protection pipeline work or substation
installation. For more information regarding construction scheduling see Section
2.4.10.
2.4.2.3 Typical Construction Equipment
Typical construction equipment and anticipated duration of use required for
storage terminal construction is included in Table 2-11.
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Table 2-11: Typical Storage Terminal Construction Equipment
Equipment

Use

Horsepower

Number of
Vehicles

Days per
Week of
Operation

Average Hours
per Day of
Operation

Duration
of Use
(weeks)

Peak Use
Hours
per Day

Construction and Repair of Storage Tanks
Diesel generator
(200 kilowatts)

Other construction equipment

100

2

5

10

60

10

Crane

Cranes

365

1

5

10

60

10

Forklift

Forklifts

105

1

5

10

60

10

Manlift

Other construction equipment

160

1

5

10

60

10

Weld rig

Welders

160

1

5

10

60

10

Fill pump

Other construction equipment

160

1

5

10

8

10

Construction and Repair of Other Storage Terminal Components
Crane

Cranes

365

1

2

4

16

10

Dump truck

Soil transport

479

1

5

10

6

10

Trackhoe

Excavation

160

1

5

10

20

10

Backhoe

Excavation

160

2

5

10

20

10

Dozer

Soil excavation, grading

160

1

5

10

20

10

Compactor

Soil compaction

160

1

5

10

20

10

Loader

Excavation

215

1

5

10

20

10

Boom truck

Pipe/equipment transport

479

1

5

10

20

10

Water truck

Dust control

175

1

5

10

24

10

Man lift

Other construction equipment

160

2

5

10

20

10
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Use

Horsepower

Number of
Vehicles

Days per
Week of
Operation

Average Hours
per Day of
Operation

Duration
of Use
(weeks)

Peak Use
Hours
per Day

Fork lift

Forklifts

105

2

5

4

20

10

Welding rigs

Welding equipment

160

2

5

10

20

10

Air compressor

Other construction equipment

112

1

5

10

20

10

Generator

Temporary power

45

1

5

10

24

10

Fill pump

Other construction equipment

160

1

2

4

6

Hydrotest pump

Other construction equipment

160

1

2

4

6
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2.4.2.4 Storage Terminal Structure Dimensions
Table 2-12 includes a list of structures to be replaced, retrofitted, or repaired as
necessary, and the approximate dimensions anticipated for these structures. The
anticipated layout of the storage terminal is provided on Figure 2-5.
2.4.2.5 Access and Laydown Areas
Access to the storage terminal would be from West 10th Street. Two staging areas,
staging areas 1 and 2, would be used for temporary staging and laydown of
construction materials and equipment. Staging area 1 is an approximately 4.75acre graveled lot located north of the PG&E natural gas meter station (adjacent to
and west of PG&E’s Switchyard, refer to Figure 2-2). Staging area 2 is an
approximately 3.9-acre paved lot located west of Tanks 5 and 6. WesPac would
lease staging area 1 from PG&E and staging area 2 from NRG for temporary
construction equipment storage. No grading or modifications would be required to
the proposed staging areas. Following construction, staging areas would be
returned to preconstruction conditions.
WesPac would prepare a Terminal Emergency Response Plan for the proposed
project, which would be maintained, posted for use by employees and contractors
during construction, and provided to the Certified Unified Program Agencies and
emergency response agencies, as required.
2.4.2.6 On-site Roadways, Parking, and Fencing
Minor changes to existing storage terminal roadways and parking are proposed,
including:
•

existing gravel roadway located between the pipeline trestle and Tank 1 would
be paved;

•

existing gravel roadway connecting the main access road (west side of East
Tank Farm) and the arterial roadway extending around Tank 1 and along the
east side of the East Tank Farm would be modified to smooth out the existing
road curve and lower the elevation; and

•

existing gravel roadway located south of Tank 6, connecting the main access
road to the arterial roadway extending along the east side of the East Tank
Farm, would be modified to allow for construction of the proposed warehouse
building. Modification of this segment would involve relocating an existing
aboveground pipeline segment underground.
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Table 2-12: Storage Terminal Structural Dimensions
Structure

Approximate Dimension (feet)*

Prover drain sump – underground

10 D X 10 H

500,000-barrel (BBL) crude oil tank

273 D X 48 H

200,000- BBL crude oil tank

175 D X 48 H

162,000-BBL crude oil tank

160 D X 48 to 50 H

54,000-BBL cutter stock

120 D X 50 H

Hot oil heater

30 L X 34 W X 12 H

Office and control building

25 L X 50 W X 30 H

Warehouse building

25 L X 50 W X 18 H

Oil water separator

10 L X 40 W X 12 H

Vessel pump
Vertical can pump

8 L X 8 W X 12 H
10 L X 10 W X 12 H

Pipeline pump

8 L X 8 W X 12 H

Ship loading pump

10 L X 20 W X 8 H

Shipping pump

10 L X 20 W X 8 H

Fire water pump

6 L X 12 W X 6 H

Stormwater sump

14 L X 14 W X 6 H

Fire foam skid

6 L X 21 W X 6 H

Recycle pump

10 L X 20 W X 8 H

Tank pump

10 L X 20 W X 8 H

Bi-directional meter prover

15 L X 30 W X 12 H

Outbound/inbound meter

5 L X 20 W

Sample storage building

10 L X 20 W X 12 H

Substation electrical buildings

20 L X 40 W X 15 H

Thermal oxidizer

50 L X 30 W X 50 H

Thermal oxidizer control building

12 L X 20 W X 15 H

Vapor blower skid

12 L X 30 W X 5 H

115- or 66-kV substation

170 L X 240 W

Trash/recycle collection

10 L X 20 W X 7 H

*Dimension size abbreviations: D = diameter; L = length; W = width; H = height
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Minor changes to existing storage terminal roadways would improve access to the
emergency access gate located southeast of Tank 6. Some on-site roadways would
be shared with NRG for access to the adjacent Pittsburg Generating Station.
Storage terminal roadways and parking areas would require grading at the
following locations:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

existing road near Tank 1 to form a “T” type intersection from its current
configuration;
pullouts for new equipment such as new pumps located within the East Tank
Farm;
office and control building parking area (may require nominal grading for
surface drainage);
warehouse building (would require surface grading for building construction
with gravel placed on finished surface);
existing road surrounding the east and south sections of the South Tank Farm,
115 kV or 66 kV substation (required for access and fencing); and
pipeline pump station (required for access).

Seven employee parking spaces would be included as part of office and control
building construction. For more detailed description of building construction, see
Section 2.4.2.7. Existing perimeter fencing around the storage terminal would be
utilized for security purposes. Any existing damaged fencing would be repaired to
its original design.
2.4.2.7 Storage Terminal Construction
Tank Purging, Cleaning, and Inspection
Prior to the transfer of ownership of land and equipment from NRG to WesPac,
NRG would purge, clean, and inspect the existing tanks as part of NRG’s regular
maintenance activities, in accordance with all local, state, and federal regulations,
including the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). Tanks
would be purged of remaining hydrocarbon vapor, liquids, and solids, and water
washed. All tanks are equipped with mixers that keep the product within each
tank a uniform consistency. Without mixers some products can stratify into
different layers, and water and sludge can settle out on the bottom. After this
initial cleaning, the tanks would likely not require subsequent cleaning by WesPac
because normal operation would circulate product within the tank to prevent
solid-and-water separation from occurring. After purging and cleaning is
complete, each tank would be inspected to assess the condition and structural
integrity of the tanks.
New Tank Installation
The four existing 500,000-BBL tanks would be demolished following cleaning.
Registered professional engineers would evaluate soil conditions at each tank
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location and design a foundation for each new 200,000-BBL tank. Tanks would
be designed under the API Standard 650 Guidelines, which address new tank
design, fabrication, and field erection.
Structural Evaluation and Capacity of Existing Tanks
A registered professional engineer would supervise an evaluation of the condition
and structural integrity of those existing tanks slated for repair and upgrade. This
evaluation would be completed under the API Standard 653 Guidelines, which
address storage tank inspection, repair, alteration, and reconstruction. At that
time, the final design details of the tanks can be established, including repairs,
replacements, structural design, and calculation of working capacity. It is not
anticipated that substantial repairs would be discovered as part of structural
evaluations as storage tanks are already slated for installation of new tank bottoms
and internal floating roofs. Some examples of minor repairs that may result from
further structural evaluation include: repairs to access stairways, roof panels, or
other appurtenances. Any additional repairs discovered as part of structural
evaluation and inspection would be accomplished in concurrence with other
storage tank repair and retrofit construction. Additional repairs discovered during
structural evaluation are not anticipated to impact the proposed construction
schedule, as presented in Section 2.4.10, or otherwise extend the duration of work
activities.
The estimated throughput for each storage tank in the Terminal would be:
•
•
•
•
•

2,078,000 BBLs of crude oil/partially refined crude oil per year for the
162,000-BBL tanks;
6,414,000 BBLs of crude oil/partially refined crude oil per year for the
500,000-BBL tanks;
8,517,000 BBLs of crude oil/partially refined crude oil per year for the
200,000-BBL Tanks 10, 11, 14;
18,250,000 BBLs of crude oil/partially refined crude oil per year for the
200,000-BBL Tank 13 6; and
600,000 BBLs of crude oil/partially refined crude oil per year for the 54,000BBL tank.

The maximum Reid vapor pressure of the stored crude oil or partially refined
crude oil in the tanks would be approximately 10 pounds per square inch absolute.
Table 2-13 summarizes the approximated design specifications for the storage
terminal tanks after retrofitting has occurred.
6

The estimated throughput volume for Tank 12 is greater than Tanks 10, 11, and 14 because all
crude oil product exported from the Terminal to the proposed KLM Pipeline connection would be
run solely through Tank 12-.
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Table 2-13: Storage Terminal Tank Design Specifications
Tank (T)
Numbers

Capacity
(barrels)

Diameter
(feet)

Height
(feet)

T-1, T-2, T3, T-4, T-5,
T-6

162,000

160

48

Connections
•
•
•
•

T-10, T-11,
T-12 & T-14

200,000

175

50

•
•
•

T-8, T-9, T13, T-15, T16

500,000

273

48

•
•
•

T-17

54,000

120

50

•
•
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One 20-inch suction/fill
connection
One 12-inch recirculation
connection
One 8-inch connection for
mixing
Two 6-inch connections for
heating
One 20-inch suction/fill
connection
One 12-inch recirculation
connection
One 10-inch connection for
mixing
One 20-inch suction/fill
connection
One 12-inch recirculation
connection
One 10-inch connection for
mixing
One 12-inch suction/fill
connection
One 12-inch recirculation
connection
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Tank Bottoms, Secondary Containment, and Leak Detection
The existing tank bottoms would be refurbished and designed to minimize the
presence of residual crude oil when the tanks are filled and emptied. Tank
bottoms, secondary containment, and leak detection would be fabricated on-site,
inside the existing tanks.
To install the tank bottoms, a portion of the existing insulation would be removed
and a portion of the tank wall would be torch cut to create a door sheet. After the
door sheet is cut, the plate would be removed to allow access to the tank interior.
Required secondary containment and leak detection would consist of a steel floor
underlain by an impervious liner placed over the existing floor, and an interstitial
space between the existing and updated flooring containing fill material and weep
holes around the perimeter of the tank for leak detection. To lay the new tank
liner, the shell would be slotted at the new bottom elevation. After the liner was
installed, the leak-detection ports would be installed to the existing shell.
Concrete spacers with leak-detection channels, and the new side sump if
specified, would be installed.
After the leak-detection system (and side sump if specified) is installed, the tankbottom plates would be installed and fit into place. As the plates are set, they
would be welded into place, and the new sump (if specified) would then also be
welded into place. After the bottom fabrication is complete, the bottom seams
would be vacuum-box tested and a corner-weld test would be completed to verify
the integrity of the fabrication.
Tank Roofs
Following tank-bottom installation, tank roofs would be refurbished. Existing
external floating roof tanks would be repaired and upgraded as required to meet
current industry and regulatory requirements. All of the tank roofs would be
floating-type roofs designed to meet applicable regulatory and emissions
requirements. The type of floating roofs utilized would depend on the results of
the tank condition assessments, but would likely be pontoon-type roofs with
primary metallic shoes and secondary double-wiper seals. Most of the fabrication
of the tank roofs would occur off-site. The tank roof parts would then be brought
on-site via trucks for assembly.
Internal floating roofs would be installed inside the existing tanks with fixed
roofs. Scaffolding would be erected inside the existing tank for roof installation.
Access would be provided by the door sheet that was torch cut at the start of the
retrofit process. Pontoon-bottom plates would be arranged, fit, and welded
together. Afterward, the outer rim plate, pontoon bulkheads, inner rim plate, and
the pontoon leg sleeves and repads would be installed. Following, pontoon cover
plates would be arranged, fit, and welded together.
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After pontoon fabrication is completed, the pontoons would be tested and workers
would begin fabrication of the deck. Beginning at the center of the deck, deck
plates would be arranged, fit, and welded together. The new leg sleeves, sumps,
and other appurtenances would be installed and tested.
After the deck and pontoon test, the roof would be lifted slightly to remove
scaffolding and install the rim seal. After the rim seal is installed, the door sheet
would be installed to allow final testing and coating of the tank interior.
As mentioned in Section 2.3.2.2, an internal floating roof sits on the liquid stored
in the tank to minimize or eliminate the potential for gasses to accumulate above
the liquid. This simple system serves as an effective method of pollution
prevention as long as the roof and associated seals are floating on top of the
liquid. If the liquid level in the tank is lowered below that of the floating roof
support legs, the roof would rest, or “land,” on the legs rather than on the liquid,
severely limiting the control efficiency of the floating roof. To prevent these
limitations, liquid levels would be kept above the floating roof support leg levels,
and tank roofs would only be “landed” during required API 653 inspections.
Tank Heaters
Existing tanks in both the East Tank Farm and South Tank Farm are insulated and
equipped with internal heating coils. Heating is required for certain heavier
partially refined crude oils (e.g., fuel oil) to reduce oil viscosity and allow for
transportation through the piping system. The existing heating system in the East
and South tank farms would be demolished, and a new tank heating system would
be installed for the handling of these heavier crude oils.
New natural gas-fired heaters would be designed to meet BAAQMD emission
requirements. Equipment would be insulated for personnel safety and to minimize
heat loss. Because heaters would be fueled by natural gas, a PG&E service
connection would be required (see Storage Terminal Plumbing and Gas
Connection section).
The heating systems would be designed either as closed-loop heating systems or
external heating systems. The closed-loop heating systems would consist of
natural gas-fired heating units that would heat up and circulate thermal oil within
a designated piping system. This piping system would be routed into tanks, and
thermal oil would be circulated internally through heating coils. Heat would
transfer from the heating coils (containing thermal oil) to crude oil inside the
storage tanks. Alternatively, the external heating systems would consist of a
natural gas-fired heater that would directly heat the crude oil outside of the tank in
heat exchangers. The crude oil would then be circulated into the insulated tank
using the main tank shipping pump. Tank heater design would be based on a
variety of engineering and environmental factors.
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Fire-protection System
A fire-protection system for facilities within the storage terminal would be
developed in compliance with the latest edition of NFPA and Contra Costa Fire
Department regulations. It is anticipated that the existing system would either be
upgraded or replaced to comply with these regulations. If the existing fire water
piping system is replaced, existing pipes would likely be abandoned and the new
distribution system, including fire water pipelines and pumps, would be designed
and installed separate from that of the NRG fire-protection system. In both cases,
an existing intake structure located near the northeast corner of the NRG Power
Plant would be utilized to provide water for the new fire-protection system.The
Suisun Bay would continue to be the water source for the tank fire-protection
system, via the existing intake structure.
Pipe needed for the new fire water pipelines would be delivered on a flatbed truck
and unloaded to the project site using a forklift. Typical open-trenching
techniques would be used, beginning by marking the trench route and then
excavating trenches, approximately 4 feet deep and 1 foot wide, using a backhoe
excavator. Each trench would contain one high-density polyethylene (HDPE)
pipe. A flatbed boom truck would be used to string the pipe segments together. A
fusing machine would be used to fuse the pipe segments together, and the pipe
would then be lowered into the trenches using a sideboom. Final connection
welds would be fused, and the trench would be backfilled and compacted. The
fire water pipeline would be filled with water and hydrotested prior to final
commissioning.
After the fire water pipelines are hydrotested, isolation valves, hydrants, and
monitors would be installed throughout the project facilities.Hydrants would be
spaced approximately every 300 feet, and monitors would be installed at
manifolds and pump areas. Elevated foam/water monitors would be installed on
the dock for use on the loading and unloading system. The monitors would be
capable of being remotely operated. Fixed-foam fire-protection systems would be
provided for seal-area protection of the storage tanks. Foam concentrate would be
stored on-site in fixed tanks. These systems would be designed and installed in
accordance with NFPA-11. An additional quantity of foam concentrate would be
stored on-site to provide backup for refill of the largest bladder tank 7.

7
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A bladder tank is one component of a balanced-pressure, fixed-foam fire-protection system. The
bladder tank contains an inner bladder, which encapsulates the foam concentrate and physically
separates stored foam concentrate from the water supply. When the system is activated, water is
directed into the tank shell, which then pressurizes the space between the flexible bladder and the
interior tank wall. This water pressure causes the bladder to collapse, which then dispenses foam
concentrate through distribution piping.
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Firewater would be supplied using diesel-driven vertical pumps, per NFPA-20.
Fire pumps would include 12-inch suction, 8-inch discharge, an approximately
500-horsepower engine, and associated centrifugal pumps. The new fireprotection system would be designed to provide water at a minimum rate of 3,000
gallons per minute, and a jockey pump would be provided to maintain pressure.
Pumps would be delivered to the project site on a flatbed truck and unloaded with
the use of a forklift. New pump foundations would be installed for the pumps and
drivers. After foundations are poured, vertical pumps would be set using a small
crane. The pumps would be grouted and aligned, and then final piping
connections would be installed. Additional regulatory reviews would be
completed in compliance with applicable jurisdictional agencies prior to final
commissioning.
The capacity of the system would be in accordance with applicable requirements,
as specified in the California Fire Code and by the Contra Costa County Fire
Protection District.
Marine Thermal Oxidizer
The major components of the thermal oxidizer and associated vapor recovery
system (such as the stack, burner unit, detonation arrestor, 8-inch-diameter vapor
piping, and control shed) would be manufactured off-site. The skid, a platform
that holds the thermal oxidizer, would be delivered by flatbed truck to the project
site in multiple sections and assembled on-site. The thermal oxidizer would be 15
feet long by 30 feet wide and 50 feet tall. Installation of the thermal oxidizer and
associated vapor recovery system would begin with the installation of the skid and
control shed foundation. A backhoe excavator would conduct minor excavation of
the ground and soil would be removed for disposal by a dump truck. A cement
truck would be used to pour a concrete foundation for the skid and control shed.
Power and control conduit and wiring would be installed to the control shed
underground, using a backhoe excavator to dig conduit trenches, approximately 4
feet deep and 1 foot wide. Open-trenching methods would be similar to those
described above for the underground firewater piping system. The skid and
control shed would be installed on their respective foundations using a crane, and
the remaining components of the thermal oxidizer would be assembled using a
crane and/or smaller boom truck. After the components of the vapor incinerator
have been assembled, the final bolt-up piping connections would be installed to
facility piping.
External Structural Repairs
Following the repair, retrofit, and other improvements made to the storage tanks,
minor external repairs may be required to the tanks and associated platforms and
stairways. If paint on existing structures such as walking platforms or stiles
appears chipped or degraded, structures would be repainted. Repair work would
consist of surface preparation such as minor sand blasting to remove most of the
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remaining paint and any superficial rust. The surface would be coated with a
primer and exterior paint to match the existing color.
Additional general maintenance work would be completed on existing piping,
pipe supports, and other equipment that would remain in place. Existing pipe
supports would be inspected and repaired or replaced as necessary. Concrete that
shows significant cracking or spalling would be repaired or replaced, in kind.
Structural steel showing damage would also be replaced. To complete repairs, a
backhoe would be utilized to excavate and remove damaged supports. Structural
welding and grinding of the steel portion of the support would be completed onsite. Existing pipe insulation and steam tracing would be removed. Much of the
existing building, wiring, and pipe insulation contains asbestos and would be
handled and disposed of in accordance with appropriate regulations. Pre-existing
signage warning of asbestos-containing materials (ACM) would remain on-site
during and after construction. Lastly, the existing steel lines would be repainted
with an exterior primer and paint. Repainting would require surface preparation
with the use of a sand blaster.
Storage Terminal Crude Oil Pipelines
In addition to repair of existing pipe and pipe supports, new aboveground
pipelines for the transport of crude oil would be installed within the storage
terminal. Storage terminal piping would be located aboveground with the few
exceptions where a short segment of pipeline would be placed below grade to
accommodate site features (e.g., roadways). Similar to the existing piping, new
storage terminal pipelines would be set on pipe racks (squat “H” frame steel
supports) located every 30 to 40 feet along the pipeline route, or on “sleepers,” a
steel beam with a concrete footing or caisson-type foundation on the ground
(similar to railroad ties). New concrete footings would be installed with the use of
a cement truck. Aboveground pipelines would be painted for corrosion protection
and below-grade segments would be coated in a fusion-based epoxy.
Pumps and Noise-barrier Walls
Table 2-14 summarizes pumps proposed to be installed within the storage
terminal.
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Table 2-14: Proposed Storage Terminal Pumps
Number of
Pumps

Location

Pump Size
(Horsepower)

Tank pumps

3

East Tank Farm

500

Ship loading pump

1

East Tank Farm

1,500

Ship loading pump

1

South Tank Farm

1,500

Pipeline shipping pumps

4

South Tank Farm

3,500

Recycle pumps

3

East Tank Farm

200

Tank pumps

9

South Tank Farm

750

Flushing pump

1

South Tank Farm

500

Pump Description/Service
Process Pumps

Utility/Miscellaneous Pumps (Non-process)
Firewater pump

1

East Tank Farm

542

East Tank Farm sump pump

1

East Tank Farm

Not available

Stormwater collection pond
sump pump

1

East Tank Farm

Not available
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To ensure that potential noise-related impacts associated with storage terminal
pumps would be minimized and in compliance with local noise-level
requirements, noise-barrier walls would be installed within the storage terminal at
five pump locations where pumps are near adjacent residential areas (easterly
adjacent to the East Tank Farm). Noise modeling was used as a design tool to
determine the most optimum locations and dimensions of noise-barrier walls.
Noise-barrier walls, as described below, would be installed as part of storage
terminal construction at the following locations (refer to Figure 2-5):
•

Vertical can pump (P0001), located between Tanks 5 and 6, would receive a
two-sided noise-barrier wall, approximately 16.5 feet tall and a total of 32 feet
long (9-foot-long wall on the northern front and 23-foot-long wall along the
eastern front), located 6 feet north and east of the pump and motor skid.

•

Recycle pump (P0506), located between Tanks 5 and 6, would receive a twosided noise-barrier wall, approximately 12 feet tall and a total of 29 feet long
(8-foot-long wall on the southern front and 21-foot-long wall along the eastern
front), located 6 feet south and east of the pump and motor skid.

•

Tank pump (P0800), located east of Tank 8, would receive a two-sided noisebarrier wall, approximately 16.5 feet tall and a total of 31 feet long (11-footlong wall on the northern front and 20-foot-long wall along the eastern front),
located 8 feet south and 7 feet east of the pump and motor skid.

•

Tank pump (P0900), located east of Tank 9, would receive a two-sided noisebarrier wall, approximately 13 feet tall and a total of 42 feet long (13-footlong wall on the southern front and 29-foot-long wall along the eastern front),
located 6 feet south and east of the pump and motor skid.

•

Tank pump (P0304), located between Tanks 3 and 4, would receive a twosided noise-barrier wall, approximately 15 feet tall and a total of 21 feet long
(7-foot-long wall on the southern front and 24-foot-long wall along the eastern
front), located 5 feet south and east of the pump and motor skid.

Noise-barrier walls may be constructed using pre-cast concrete panels or prefabricated acoustical walls, provided that noise-barrier walls have a minimum
density of 4 pounds per square foot (or provide a minimum sound transmission
cast rating of 30). The total noise-barrier surface area would be approximately
2,400 square feet. For more information regarding potential impacts associated
with noise from pumps and motors, see Chapter 13.0: Noise and Vibration.
The engineering noise-control designs above have been predicated on the greatest
noise levels possible from each pump and motor combination, as indicated by
product vendors. It is possible that lower noise-level pumps and motors may be
procured and installed. In this case, the engineering controls may be reduced and
still allow for compliance with federal, state, and local noise-level requirements.
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Oil Water Separator and Stormwater Retention Basin
The OWS would be installed at the northern end of the facility near an existing
lined concrete pond that would be repurposed as a stormwater collection pond
(refer to Figure 2-2).The OWS unit would be prefabricated off-site and delivered
to the facility on a flatbed truck. Prior to delivery, a concrete spill-containment
pad would be installed using a backhoe excavator, dump truck, and cement truck.
Following installation of the pad, the OWS unit would be offloaded with the use
of a crane. Mechanical piping connections would be installed and the final system
would be tested prior to commissioning.
The existing lined concrete pond that would be repurposed as a stormwater
collection pond is approximately 41,460 square feet. Under routine conditions,
influent stormwater to the collection pond would be inspected and directly
conveyed to the retention basin (i.e., based on the expected observation that
stormwater would be free of pollutants under routine conditions). During upset or
non-routine conditions (e.g., if influent water to the stormwater collection pond
contained hydrocarbons), water entering the collection pond would be conveyed
through the OWS for treatment, then conveyed to the retention basin in the South
Tank Farm.
During construction, the existing concrete pond would be inspected for cracks and
repaired as necessary. Inlets and outlets would be inspected to remove
accumulated debris and repaired, as necessary. The existing stormwater retention
basin within the South Tank Farm is approximately 644,010 square feet and
would be inspected and repaired, as necessary.
Most of the existing stormwater pipeline system within the NRG facility (mainly
within the East Tank Farm) is underground. This existing pipeline system would
be modified to segregate water from the remaining NRG Pittsburg Generating
Station and the new WesPac Terminal (see Figure 2-16: Stormwater Retention
Basin and Oil Water Separator Pipeline and Drainage System). Currently, within
the East Tank Farm, a 15-inch-diameter concrete pipeline runs north to south
underground from the East Tank Farm to the stormwater retention basin in the
South Tank Farm, sloped so that the low point is between Tanks 3 and 4. Existing
underground 10-inch-diameter and 6-inch-diameter concrete lateral pipelines
extend to the tanks and connect to the main 15-inch-diameter concrete pipeline.
These existing lines would remain in place. The main pipeline and both lateral
pipelines connect to a sump located across the main access road in what would be
NRG property. A new collection sump would be installed at the low point inside
the East Tank Farm to separate stormwater in the East Tank Farm from
stormwater in the NRG Pittsburg Generating Station. Existing connections
between the NRG property and the East Tank Farm would be plugged. A new
sump pump would be installed to pump stormwater from the new collection sump
to the stormwater collection pond in the north of the East Tank Farm (existing
lined concrete pond to be repurposed), and a new aboveground line would be
installed to connect the low-point collection sump to the (repurposed) stormwater
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collection pond. In addition, a new aboveground line would be installed to
connect the stormwater collection pond in the East Tank Farm to the stormwater
retention basin in the South Tank Farm.
The existing South Tank Farm is graded so that stormwater drains into the
stormwater retention basin. No additional construction, piping, or grading would
take place within the South Tank Farm to alter how existing stormwater drains
into the stormwater retention basin. Existing connections from PG&E’s natural
gas meter station to the stormwater retention basin in the South Tank Farm would
remain connected. Two existing sump pumps located in the stormwater retention
basin in the South Tank Farm would pump the stormwater from the retention
basin into Willow Creek through an existing stormwater line.
Any new or repaired underground water lines and pumps associated with the
stormwater retention basin and OWS would be installed using open-trenching
techniques, similar to what is described for the underground firewater piping
system.
Plumbing and Gas Connection
The project would involve the construction of new potable water and wastewater
(sewer) pipelines to the proposed office and control building, to be located
between Tank 1 and the marine terminal, and to the marine terminal platform for
a lavatory facility and a safety shower, as required by Occupational Safety and
Health Administration (OSHA) standards. A short water pipeline connection also
would be needed at the warehouse building, southwest of Tank 6. New water
pipelines and meter connections would be installed from the existing meter
location just west of the intersection of Beacon Street and West 10th Street, and
routed to the proposed office and control building, marine terminal, and
warehouse building. See Figure 11-1: Water and Wastewater Lines in Chapter
11.0: Public Services and Utilities for locations of proposed water pipelines.
New wastewater pipelines would tap into an existing 8-inch-diameter pipeline that
runs between Tank 2 and Tank 3 at the point where it intersects the access road.
One new line would run along the access road north to the proposed office and
control building and to the marine terminal, and another new line would run south
along the access road to the warehouse building. See Figure 11-1 for locations of
proposed wastewater pipelines.In general, wastewater would be generated only
from personnel uses (e.g., lavatories and kitchen facilities) during construction
and operation.For more information regarding wastewater lines, see Chapter 11.0:
Public Services and Utilities.
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An existing PG&E gas connection that feeds the NRG Pittsburg Generating
Station would be used to provide natural gas to the Terminal for the thermal
oxidizer and heaters. The vapor from ship-loading operations is generally too lean
to combust efficiently in the vessel’s burner. Therefore, when the cargo is being
loaded onto a vessel, an assist gas (natural gas) must be added to the vapor
mixture prior to burning in the thermal oxidizer. The total combined assist gas and
vapor needed for the thermal oxidizer would be approximately 67 million British
thermal units per hour (MMbtu/hr) and would require approximately 187 standard
cubic feet per minute of natural gas. The total amount of gas and vapor required
for tank heaters would be approximately 36 MMbtu/hr. At its highest heat, each
heater could require approximately 15,000 cubic feet per hour of natural gas.
However, most likely only two heaters would ever operate at one time and heaters
would operate approximately 50 percent of the time in a one-year period.
Lateral gas pipeline connections and meters for the tank heaters and thermal
oxidizer would be installed by PG&E or WesPac, contingent upon the terms of
the connection agreement, which has not been established at this time. Pipeline
connections and meters would be designed and constructed to meet federal design
codes for natural gas pipelines. The proposed on-site natural gas pipeline lateral
would be a 3.5-inch diameter steel pipeline, which would operate at
approximately 30 pounds per square inch. From the existing PG&E gas meter
station, the gas pipeline would be undergrounded heading southeast toward the
existing pipe racks at the South Tank Farm. From the South Tank Farm, the gas
pipeline would be installed aboveground on a new pipe rack that connects to the
thermal oxidizer. The new pipe rack would be installed parallel to the existing
rack. For a more detailed description, see Chapter 11.0: Public Services and
Utilities and Figure 11-2: Gas Pipelines and Electric Power Lines.
Underground natural gas pipelines would be installed in trenches 4 feet deep and
1 foot wide using open-trenching techniques, similar to what is described for the
tank fire-protection system. Pipe segments would be strung out with the use of a
crane and welded together using portable welding machines on trucks. After
welding is complete, pipe would be lowered into the trench using a sideboom.
After backfilling and compaction of native soils, natural gas pipelines would be
hydrotested in place, and if successful, dewatered into a water truck. The pipeline
would be dried with an air compressor and swab pigs before being put into
operation.
The aboveground portion of the pipeline would require pipe supports, including
concrete foundations and steel support structures. Once the support structures
have been installed, pipe would be strung out using boom trucks. Pipe would be
assembled and welded onto the supports using portable welding machines
mounted on trucks. After assembly, the pipe would be hydrostatically tested, as
described above.
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Potable water, sewer, and natural gas pipelines would be designed and
constructed to meet applicable design and City of Pittsburg requirements.
Construction and installation would be completed in conjunction with
construction of the office and control building.For more information regarding
potable water, sewer, and natural gas pipelines, see Chapter 11.0: Public Services
and Utilities.
Office and Control Building and Warehouse Building
A new two-story office and control building would be constructed adjacent to and
south of the marine terminal pipeline trestle, northwest of Tank 1 in the East Tank
Farm. The office and control building itself would be approximately 2,500 square
feet with a footprint of approximately 1,250 square feet (approximately 25 feet
wide by 50 feet long by 30 feet tall).An additional 1,250 square feet would be
paved to accommodate seven parking spaces (six employee parking spots and one
ADA-compliant handicapped accessible parking spot), and a trash enclosure
(approximately 10 feet long by 20 feet wide and 7 feet tall).
The building footprint would require minimal preliminary clearing and grading
prior to construction. Concrete paving and foundation work would be conducted
using a cement truck. The prefabricated building and building components would
be installed using a crane. The building would likely be cinderblock, steel frame
and roof, with (smooth) stucco exterior (see Figure 2-17: Proposed Office and
Control Building Layout).
In addition, a single-story warehouse building would be constructed south of Tank
6 in the East Tank Farm for facility operators. The warehouse building would be
approximately 1,250 square feet (approximately 25 feet wide by 50 feet long and
18 feet tall), and would have a concrete (permeable asphalt) foundation. In
addition, a trash receptacle (approximately 10 feet long by 10 feet wide and 8 feet
tall) would be included outside the building, also located on a concrete
(permeable asphalt) foundation.
As with the office and control building, the warehouse building would require
minimal preliminary clearing and grading prior to construction. Concrete paving
and foundation work would be conducted using a cement truck. The prefabricated
building and building components would be installed using a crane. The building
would likely be cinderblock, steel frame and roof, with (smooth) stucco exterior
similar to that of the office and control building (see Figure 2-18: Proposed
Warehouse Building Layout). The area surrounding the warehouse building
would be graveled, with a possible exception for a small paved area
(approximately 20 feet by 40 feet) for truck unloading only. If the truck unloading
zone is installed, it would be permeable asphalt.
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Any exterior lighting fixtures for these new buildings would be located and
designed to avoid casting light or glare toward off-site locations, in accordance
with the requirements of the PMC section 18.82.030.
The office and control building, warehouse building, and smaller modular
electrical and pump control buildings would also be designed and constructed to
meet City of Pittsburg, California Building Code, and NFPA standards.
Emergency access for response vehicles and equipment would be provided with
required (unobstructed) width, within 150 feet of the building, in accordance with
applicable regulatory requirements and specifications of the Contra Costa County
Fire Protection District.
Soil-disturbing Activities
Storage terminal construction would involve excavation of soils during activities
such as open trenching, grading, and/or structure foundation work, as described
above. The excavated soil would be used later as backfill or removed and properly
disposed of as appropriate. Specific components requiring disturbance to soils as a
result of construction include: tank fire-protection system (underground firewater
piping system); marine vapor recovery system (thermal oxidizer foundation
excavation, underground power and control conduit wiring, and underground
vapor piping); OWS and stormwater retention basin system (associated
underground water piping and pumps), undergrounding of utilities (potable water
lines, sewer lines, and gas lines),slabs and footings for substation equipment (see
Section 2.4.2.8);and foundations for the office and control building, warehouse
building, and other electrical and pump control buildings (excavation of
foundation and associated utilities).
For open-trenching operations, soils previously excavated and stored would be
used as backfill. Backfilling the trench involves replacing the excavated subsoil
into the trench and re-spreading the topsoil to return the surface to its original
grade. The topsoil may be mounded slightly over the trench to accommodate any
future settling of the trench backfill. Backfilling would typically occur within 72
hours of pipeline installation to minimize potential impacts to wildlife that may
fall into the trench. At the conclusion of each day’s trenching activity, the end of
the trench would be left ramped at an approximate 2 to 1 slope to allow any
wildlife that may fall into the trench to escape. For a more detailed description of
open-trenching methods, including best management practices (BMPs) and
regional groundwater removal, see Section 2.4.4.4. For ground-disturbing
activities where soils would be removed and disposed, soils would be tested and if
determined non-hazardous, disposed of at Keller Canyon Landfill, located at 901
Bailey Road in Pittsburg. If hazardous soils are encountered, such soils would be
moved into temporary lined storage bins on-site, covered with plastic sheeting as
necessary, and disposed of in accordance with all federal, state, and local
regulations (including BAAQMD requirements).Additionally, a Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), required under the NPDES General
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Construction Permit, would be implemented at the site during construction to
prevent adverse impacts to water quality from soil-disturbing activities (for more
detailed information, see Chapter 17.0: Water Resources).
The total amount of soil anticipated for removal within the storage terminal as a
result of construction activities would be approximately 3,583 cubic yards. Of this
total, approximately 2,300 cubic yards would be used as backfill or spread within
the storage terminal for grading and ground foundation purposes. Approximately
1,283 cubic yards of soil would require disposal following storage terminal
construction. It is anticipated that an area of approximately 2.5 acres would be
disturbed during storage terminal construction.
Table 2-15 summarizes the estimated amounts of soil disturbance for each phase
of work within the storage terminal, excluding soil associated with roadway
construction (refer to Section 2.4.2.6). Soil associated with grading of roadways,
as described in Section 2.4.2.6, would be minimal, and generally soil would not
be removed or added. For the majority of these areas, the current grade of the area
would remain unchanged accept for nominal surface grading required to maintain
proper drainage. However, there are two exceptions: (1) grading required for the
existing road just north of Tank 1, and (2) grading required for pullouts for
equipment in the East Tank Farm. The existing road just north of Tank 1 would
require the removal of approximately 580 cubic yards while removing an existing
culvert and leveling the road to match the existing main terminal road. Pullout
sections where new equipment would be installed—between Tanks 1 and 2,
Tanks 3 and 4, and Tanks 5 and 6—would require approximately 267 cubic yards
per area of additional fill to match the existing road surface, totaling
approximately 800 cubic yards. Some of the soil removed from the existing road
just north of Tank 1 may be used for filling pullout areas that require additional
fill.
2.4.2.8 Substation Construction
Substation construction would begin with the installation of a foundation,
followed by the installation of the transformer and other initial substation
structures. No grading, vegetation removal, or slope-stabilization activities are
anticipated for substation site preparation. Installation of the substation and
subsurface ground grid would generate approximately 50 cubic yards of soil,
which would be reused on-site. Representative samples of excess soil would be
collected, analyzed, and profiled for disposal in accordance with all federal, state,
and local regulations. Reinforced concrete footings and slabs would be
constructed to support structures and equipment. After the concrete has cured, the
aboveground steel structures, circuit breakers, transformer, switchgears, buses,
dead end and other electrical equipment, such as associated control system
hardware would be installed.
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Table 2-15: Soil-disturbing Activities

Construction Phase
Fire protection piping

Soil Disturbed (cubic
yards)
2,133

Pump foundations

284

Other equipment and pipe-support foundations (nonpumps)

439

Oil water separator/stormwater system

163

Thermal oxidizer equipment

110

Conduit/power lines

167

Buildings

287

Total:

3,583

Structures would be erected to support buses, switches, overhead conductors,
instrument transformers, and other electrical equipment. Structures within the
substation would be grounded to the station-grounding grid. Equipment would be
placed on slabs and footings, and either bolted or welded securely to exceed the
Uniform Building Code seismic requirements. A backhoe and equipment crane
would be used for the installation of the substation.
Substation electrical buildings would be pre-fabricated and installed on concrete
footings.
PG&E Power Line Interconnection
The construction for the power line interconnection work is divided into two
phases: (1) installing new poles within the Terminal and PG&E switchyard, and
(2) installing the conductor.
Pole Installation
TSPs, approximately 70 to 90 feet tall and approximately 30 inches in diameter
(may taper from base to top), would be installed along the alignment (refer to
Figure 2-9).A semi-truck with trailer would deliver the TSPs to the pole sites and
a crane would off load TSP sections. Each TSP would consist of two or three
sections which would be assembled at the pole site. While the type of foundation
for new TSPs has not yet been determined, any soils excavated during pole
installation would be tested and disposed of in accordance with applicable
regulations. Augured holes for poles (and associated foundations) would be
covered with the end piece of a conductor spool until the associated foundation
and/or pole is installed. Once a pole foundation is installed, the bottom section of
WesPac Pittsburg Energy Infrastructure Project
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the TSP would be delivered to the site and set in place by a crane, followed by the
remaining section(s).
Stringing Conductor
The conductor stringing operation begins with the installation of travelers or
stringing blocks. Travelers are rollers attached to the cross arms of the new TSPs.
The travelers allow the individual conductor to be pulled through each structure
until the conductor is ready to be pulled up to the final tension position.
When the pull and tension equipment is in place, a sock line (a small cable used to
pull the conductor) is pulled from pole to pole using ground equipment. After the
sock line is installed, the conductor is attached to the sock line and pulled in, or
strung, using the tension-stringing method. This involves pulling the conductor
through each traveler under a controlled tension to keep the conductor elevated.
After the conductor is pulled into place it is adjusted to the final design tension.
The conductor is then clamped to the end of each insulator and the travelers are
removed. The final step of the conductor installation is to install vibration
dampers and other accessories.
2.4.3 Rail Transload Facility
2.4.3.1 Governing Codes and Standards
As discussed in Chapter 1.0: Introduction and Project Goals and Objectives, while
the movements of trains within Contra Costa County to and from the Rail
Transload Facility are described in this EIR, BNSF railroad operations (including
associated construction of rail and bridges) described in this EIR are preempted
from local and state environmental regulations by federal law, under the Interstate
Commerce Commission Termination Act. Therefore, the City of Pittsburg and
other state and local responsible agencies are preempted from imposing mitigation
measures, conditions or regulations to reduce or mitigate potential impacts of
BNSF train movements. Impacts related to rail operation are described herein to
the maximum extent feasible (see Section 2.5.4 for more details).
By contrast, local regulation of construction activities associated with the Rail
Transload Facility itself are not preempted by federal law, and the impacts of
those activities are described and evaluated in the respective chapters of this EIR.
The proposed Rail Transload Facility has been designed in accordance with the
following design standards:
•
•
•
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2.4.3.2 General Construction Sequence
Rail Transload Facility construction can be separated into either platform or rail
and bridge activities. Construction for these activities would generally occur as
follows:
Transloading Platform Construction
1. Install SWPPP measures.
2. Demolish, or partially demolish, structures within the limits of construction,
as needed.
3. Rough grading of site and soil remediation, as needed.
4. Structure excavation.
5. Install foundations and pads required for new canopy structure and other
facilities.
6. Install underground utilities required for maintaining existing and constructing
new facilities (including utility service connections, railroad utility crossings,
crude oil piping, stormwater piping, and Rail Pipeline).
7. Install crude oil transloading concrete platform with integrated rail.
8. Install “on-platform” equipment and piping for facility.
9. Install modular administration/control building.
10. Pave roadways for site accessibility and install fencing for site security, as
needed.
11. Site cleanup.
12. Equipment commissioned and transloading facility released to operations.
Rail/Bridge Construction
1. Install SWPPP measures.
2. Demolish, or partially demolish structures, as needed.
3. Rough grading of site and soil remediation, as needed.
4. Install underground utilities required for maintaining existing and constructing
new facilities.
5. Bridge structure excavation.
6. Install bridge substructure (piles, footings, abutments, columns).
7. Install bridge superstructure and complete approaches.
8. Install rail structural section (sub-ballast and ballast).
9. Install rail, switches and transitions required for facility rail operations.
10. Fine grade construction site.
11. Site cleanup.
While the sequence above provides a general idea of the succession of Rail
Transload Facility construction, some individual structures may be built
concurrently, independent of one another. In addition, the construction sequences
provided are subject to change based on the actual site conditions encountered
(e.g., local agency restrictions, permit requirements, rail coordination, inspections,
and resource availability). For more information regarding construction
scheduling see Section 2.4.10.
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2.4.3.3 Typical Construction Equipment
Typical construction equipment and anticipated duration of use required for Rail
Transload Facility construction is included in Table 2-16.
2.4.3.3 Equipment Refueling
Refueling of construction equipment would be restricted to designated areas
within the construction site limits. Spill prevention and control BMPs would be
implemented on-site prior to construction activities and spill kits would be kept
on-site at all times.
2.4.3.4 Access and Laydown Areas
Rail Transload Facility improvements (facility and rail locomotive components)
are located within the BNSF Railway right-of-way (ROW). The new associated
Rail Pipeline would be installed on an existing easement between BNSF’s ROW
and the proposed Terminal. Construction staging and lay down areas needed for
the Rail Transload Facility would be contained within BNSF’s existing ROW,
which would include the proposed Rail Transload Facility site and areas west of
the existing UPRR and BNSF transfer tracks. Staging areas would be utilized for
the temporary storage of construction materials and equipment.
Rail Transload Facility access would be via Leslie Drive and through an existing
maintenance road running through a private property to the east of the facility.
Temporary lane closures for construction access may be required along streets
adjacent to Railway Avenue. Closures would be coordinated with the City of
Pittsburg. WesPac would obtain encroachment permits to conduct work in public
rights-of-way in accordance with State and City of Pittsburg requirements.
2.4.3.4 Construction Power and Electricity
Construction machinery would run primarily on diesel-powered engines.
Electricity would only be used for welding equipment, temporary lighting, and
temporary contractor trailers. The temporary electrical load required for
construction would be provided by either (1) portable diesel generators located
near work areas, or (2) a temporary service connection, as permitted by BNSF and
PG&E.
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Table 2-16: Typical Rail Transload Facility Construction Equipment
Equipment

Use

Number of
Vehicles

Days per Week
of Operation

Hours per Day of
Operation

Duration of
Use (weeks)

Peak Use
Hours per Day

Motor graders (CAT 160M2)

Grading

2

5

10

6

10

Track-type tractors (CAT D9)

Grading

2

5

10

6

10

Compactors (CAT CS583

Grading

2

5

10

6

10

Scrapers (CAT 627G)

Grading

6

5

10

6

10

excavator (CAT 320D

Grading

1

5

10

6

10

front loader (CAT 966K

Grading

1

5

10

6

10

truck and trailer (10CY
capacity)

Grading

4

5

water trucks (1 – 5,000 gal, 1 –
2,500 gal)

Grading

2

5

75T RT Hydraulic Crane (RTTMS875

General
Construction

1

5

25T Boom truck (Terex Stinger
4792

General
Construction

1

5

Backhoe (Case 580

General
Construction

1

5

Water truck (1 – 2,500 gal)

General
Construction

1

5
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2.4.3.5 Rail Transload Facility Construction
Utility Construction
Permanent Services for water, electrical, sewer, drainage and fire-protection
systems would be developed and installed in compliance with City of Pittsburg
standards.
Jack and Bore
Jack and bore techniques would be used for the installation of the 20-inch
diameter Rail Pipeline extending south from the Terminal across West 10th Street
and crossing under existing BNSF tracks. For a description of these activities, see
Section 2.4.4.4, Pipeline Construction.
Grading and Excavation Activities
Construction would involve excavation, backfill and possible reconditioning of
soils. These activities include open trenching, grading, and/or structure foundation
work. Whenever possible, excavated soils would be used later as backfill or
removed and properly disposed of, as appropriate. Compaction requirements
would be met per applicable agency standards (e.g., BNSF, Greenbook, City of
Pittsburg, etc.). For additional description of grading activities associated with
pipeline installment, see Section 2.4.4.4, Pipeline Construction.
Best Management Practices
BMPs would be implemented to meet Contra Costa County Water Quality
Guidelines, including, but not limited to, the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
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Check Dams
Fiber Rolls
Gravel Bag Berms
Street Sweeping and Vacuuming
Sandbag Barrier
Straw Bale Barrier
Storm Drain Inlet Protection
Temporary Stabilized Construction Entrance
Stockpile Management
Spill Prevention and Control
Hazardous Waste Management
Concrete Waste Management
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Structure Construction
Transloading Platform
The transloading platform and containment pad, approximately 1,600 feet by 110
feet, would be constructed of reinforced concrete, approximately 12 inches thick
in areas located between tracks, and 24 inches thick in areas underneath tracks.
Bad order railcar tracks would be constructed to provide an approximate 10
percent bad order car rate.
Bridges
There are a total of four bridge-widening locations, including one grade
separation at Willow Pass Road and three unnamed tributaries to Willow Creek.
All of the proposed bridge structures would be located adjacent to existing prestressed concrete BNSF railroad bridges with steel shell pile foundations. Grade
separation would involve local agency coordination due to encroachment into
City of Pittsburg ROWs.
Utility Lines
It is anticipated that utilities would cross either existing and/or proposed rail
facilities. These utilities may need to be protected from proposed structure
foundations and/or rail loads. Structural slabs and/or encasements would be
installed at these locations.
Rail Construction
The track layout for the Rail Transload Facility would be designed to conform
with BNSF industrial track standards. Track layout is composed of two
approximately 6,570-foot landing and departure tracks. As the name suggests,
tracks would receive loaded crude oil trains as they arrived, and would store
empty trains prior to departure. These tracks would be used to facilitate the
overall operation of the facility. The Rail Transload Facility (rail yard) would
have two rail tracks servicing 29 rail cars and two rail tracks servicing 23 rail cars,
for a total of 104 serviced rail cars. In addition, the facility would have two 16-car
reorder tracks. Landing and departure tracks located immediately west of the
facility would be constructed on subballast, ballast and ties, in accordance with
BNSF industrial track standards. The rail at the transloading platform would be
integrated into the direct fixation platform slab.
Administration Building Construction
A new single-story, 1,680 square-foot, administration building would be
constructed adjacent to the transloading platform. The modular building would be
a multi-purpose facility for work crews to properly operate and maintain the Rail
Transload Facility. The building would include work offices, a locker room, a
kitchen and a control room for operating the facility.
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The building footprint would require minor grading prior to construction. A
concrete foundation may be used, as required by local building codes. The
modular building would be trucked-in and assembled on-site.
On-site Parking, Roadways, and Trash Enclosure
Gravel pavement would be utilized for onsite access roadways and standard
parking areas. Asphalt paving would be utilized for handicap parking and trash
enclosure (approximately 10 feet long by 20 feet wide and 7 feet tall).
Fire-protection System
A fire-protection system for facilities within the Rail Transload Facility would be
developed in compliance with the latest edition of NFPA and Contra Costa Fire
Department regulations. An existing fire hydrant located on Cornwall Street, just
north of the existing maintenance road, would be utilized to provide water for the
new fire-protection system. A water line would extend from the fire hydrant south
to the Rail Transload Facility maintenance road, turn west, and extend along the
maintenance road and across the Rail Transload Facility, continuing adjacent to
the transloading platform. A fire monitor discharge system would be installed
along the water line, including six fire monitors placed every 225 feet to allow for
full coverage of the Rail Transload Facility. A post indicator valve for remote
operation and an oscillating monitor would be installed on the far western end of
the Rail Transload Facility. The monitors would be capable of being remotely
operated. A fire pump station, approximately 15 feet by 30 feet would be installed
to help pump water across the facility site. The volume from the fire monitor
discharge system for this facility totals 100,000 gallons. The underground holding
tanks would be used to capture discharge from the fire protection system in the
event of a fire. Discharges of firewater foam into the underground storage tanks
would be removed using vacuum trucks, as needed, and disposed of at an
approved disposal facility, as required.
The installation of the Rail Transload Facility fire-protection system would be
installed using construction techniques similar to what is described above in
Section 2.4.2.
2.4.4 Pipelines
The San Pablo Bay Pipeline would be inspected and tested prior to being
activated to determine whether the pipeline complies with applicable state and
federal regulations governing the construction and operation of “hazardous
liquid” pipelines, which include oil pipelines. While not anticipated 8, if repair
activities are warranted, construction could range from removal of insulation to
8
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locate leaks (which may include welding a full-encirclement weld sleeve over
impacted areas of the pipeline and reinsulating these areas) to replacement of
entire sections of the pipeline. If pipe replacement is necessary, construction
would involve standard open-trenching techniques. Material excavated from the
trench would be stockpiled and used as backfill. Unsuitable materials from the
excavation would be removed for disposal at an approved facility. The size and
grade of any pipe replacement sections would be consistent with extant sections.
The lengths of the pipe sections would vary based on the existing conditions.
The California Environmental Quality Act does not apply to any projects
consisting of “the inspection, maintenance, repair, restoration, reconditioning,
relocation, replacement, or removal of an existing hazardous or volatile liquids
pipeline or any valve, flange, meter, or other piece of equipment that is directly
attached to the pipeline,” when the affected pipeline diameter is not increased and
the existing pipeline is located outside the boundaries of an oil refinery
(Guidelines, Article 18, Section 15284 [subject to criteria of subdivisions (1)
through (6)]), as may be the case with potential repair work associated with the
existing San Pablo Bay Pipeline. Nevertheless, if repair work is necessary and the
owner determines such project work meets the criteria of the subdivisions of this
statutory exemption, the owner would notify all responsible federal and state
agencies, as well as any public agency with environmental, public health
protection, or emergency response authority, of the invocation of this exemption.
Such construction activities may warrant further consultation with applicable state
and federal jurisdictional agencies for additional permits or approvals. The
pipeline owner would comply with all conditions otherwise authorized by law,
imposed by the City or County as part of any local agency permit process, and
comply with the Keene-Nejectly California Wetlands Preservation Act (Public
Resources Code Section 5810, et seq.), California Endangered Species Act (Fish
and Game Code Section 2050, et seq.), other applicable State laws, and all
applicable federal laws.
If pipeline repair work is warranted, such activities would be considered a
separate project from the WesPac Pittsburg Energy Infrastructure Project and
would require separate state and federal agency permits, as necessary. For the
purposes of discussion, environmental resource analyses and evaluations included
in this EIR have assumed that no activities would be required 9 and, therefore,
potential construction activities associated with the repair of the San Pablo Bay
Pipeline are not discussed further in this EIR. Refer to Figure 2-12 for schematics
depicting the San Pablo Bay Pipeline alignment.
Construction of the new pipeline connections to the existing KLM Pipeline and
Rail Transload Facility is described in detail below.
9

The only activity taken into consideration as part of this EIR is a barrel extension anticipated to
be installed for the pig launching and receiving facilities.
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2.4.4.1 General Construction Sequence
Pipeline connection construction activities would generally occur in the following
order:
1. Conduct clearing and grading (as necessary)
2. Complete open-trenching pipeline work, including trenching, stringing,
pipeline installation, and backfilling
3. Complete trenchless pipeline work
4. Cleanup and landscaping
2.4.4.2 Typical Construction Equipment
Typical construction equipment and anticipated duration of use required for
pipeline construction is included in Table 2-17.
2.4.4.3 Access and Laydown Areas
Most of the proposed KLM Pipeline connection and the Rail Pipeline ROWs are
on unpaved road shoulder or private property. A temporary construction ROW,
approximately 40 to 60 feet wide, would be established parallel to the pipeline
connection alignments to allow access for equipment. Additional access to the
temporary construction ROW would be from West 10th Street and North Parkside
Drive 10.
Two staging areas (staging areas 1 and 2) would be utilized for the temporary
staging of construction materials and equipment (refer to Section 2.4.2.5).
Temporary lane closures along public streets, as required for pipeline installation,
would be coordinated with the City of Pittsburg as described in Chapter 15.0:
Land Transportation. WesPac would obtain ministerial encroachment permits to
conduct work in public rights-of-way in accordance with State and City of
Pittsburg requirements.

10

The temporary construction right-of-way established for the segment extending east to west
within the road shoulder of West 10th Street would be located within the West 10th Street rightof- way. For this short duration, approved traffic control plans would be implemented to
maintain two-way traffic on West 10th Street.
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Table 2-17: Typical Pipeline Construction Equipment
Equipment

Use

Horsepower

Number of
Vehicles

Days per
Week of
Operation

Average
Hours per Day
of Operation

Duration
of Use
(weeks)

Peak
Use
Hours
per Day

1-ton flatbed

Pipe delivery trucks

479

1

3

4

4.0

8

Semi truck with trailer

Pipe equipment delivery

479

1

5

10

2.0

10

Water truck

Dust control

175

1

5

10

8.0

10

Dump truck

Soil transport

479

2

5

10

3.0

10

Vacuum truck

Utility location

479

1

5

10

2.0

10

Air Compressor 175

Other construction equipment

112

1

5

4

7.0

10

Backhoe (rubber-tired)

Tractors/loaders/backhoes

160

2

5

10

6.0

10

Bending machine

Construction equipment

160

1

5

10

3.0

10

Truck crane

Set bore machine

365

1

3

4

2.0

4

Sideboom

Construction equipment

160

2

5

10

6.0

10

Loader (rubber-tired)

Loaders

215

1

5

10

3.0

10

Asphalt rollers

Construction equipment

160

1

2

10

2.0

10

Forklift

Forklifts

105

1

5

4

6.0

10

Generator

Temporary power

45

1

5

10

8.0

10

Weld rig

Welding equipment

160

1

5

10

6.0

10

Fill pump

Other construction equipment

160

1

2

4

0.3

4

Hydrotest pump

Other construction equipment

160

1

2

4

0.3

4

Boring machine

Bore/drill rigs

160

1

5

10

5.0

10
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2.4.4.4 Pipeline Construction
The 0.42-mile long, 12.75-inch diameter KLM Pipeline connection and the 0.56mile long, 20-inch diameter Rail Pipeline would be installed using both trench
and trenchless methods. Portions of the new line would be installed on both public
and private rights-of-way.
The proposed alignment for the KLM Pipeline connection extends south from the
pipeline pump station along the Terminal’s permanent access road, crosses West
10th Street, the BNSF Rail Transload Facility, and terminates on the south side of
North Parkside Drive (refer to Figure 2-13). Public road crossings are anticipated
at West 10th Street and North Parkside Drive. The crossings of West 10th Street,
North Parkside Drive, BNSF Railroad, and UPRR would be completed using
trenchless techniques. The remaining portions of the pipeline would be on private
property and public utility easements and would be installed by conventional
open-trenching methods. The lines would be buried outside the Terminal, and
would be marked and maintained per federal and state regulations. It is
anticipated that a total area of approximately 2 acres would be disturbed during
construction of the pipeline connection. Refer to Figure 2-13 for schematics
depicting the proposed KLM Pipeline connection alignment.
Adjacent to the KLM Pipeline connection alignment, the proposed alignment for
the Rail Pipeline extends south from the pipeline pump station along the
Terminal’s permanent access road, crosses West 10th Street, and then turns east,
terminating within the BNSF rail yard at the crude oil transfer pump station (refer
to Figure 2-13). A public road crossing is anticipated at West 10th Street. The
crossings of West 10th Street and BNSF Railroad would be completed using
trenchless techniques. The remaining portions of the pipeline would be on private
property and would be installed by conventional open-trenching methods. The
lines would be buried outside the Terminal, and would be marked and maintained
per federal and state regulations. It is anticipated that a total area of approximately
2 acres would be disturbed during construction of the pipeline connection. Refer
to Figure 2-13 for schematics depicting the proposed Rail Pipeline alignment.
Table 2-18 summarizes the construction methods that would be used for different
segments along the pipeline connection alignment.
Grading and Slope Stabilization
Most of the proposed pipeline connection ROW is on unpaved road shoulder or
private property. WesPac would grade a temporary construction ROW,
approximately 40 to 60 feet wide, parallel to the entire pipeline connection
alignment to allow access for equipment. Following construction, an approximate
10-foot-wide permanent easement parallel to the pipeline alignment would be
used for access during operations and maintenance work. The remaining
approximately 30 to 50 feet of temporary ROW would be returned to its preexisting condition and the location of the pipeline connection would be marked
July 2013
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Table 2-18: Pipeline Connection Construction Methods
Segment Location

Open Trenching

Jack and Bore

Total Segment
Length

KLM Pipeline Connection
South within the
project site along
the Terminal’s
permanent access
road

0.14 mile

0 mile

0.14 mile

South across West
10th Street to BNSF
property line

0.19 mile

0.01 mile

0.20 mile

South within BNSF
property to North
Parkside Drive

0 mile

0.10 mile

0.10 mile

South within the
project site along
the Terminal’s
permanent access
road

0.14 mile

0 mile

0.14 mile

South across West
10th Street to BNSF
property line

0.19 mile

0.01 mile

0.20 mile

South and east
within BNSF rail
yard, terminating at
the crude oil
transfer pump
station

0.22 mile

0 mile

0.22 mile

Rail Pipeline
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with pipeline markers. Since the pipeline connection trenches are not anticipated
to be deep, the trench would be excavated with a 1:1 slope. If soil conditions
reveal that a 1:1 slope is not possible, the pipeline connection trench would be
sloped or benched back to prevent runoff of soil into the trench.
Open Trenching
Open trenches for the KLM Pipeline would be approximately 4 feet wide and 4
feet deep. The trench would contain two approximately 12.75-inch-diameter
pipelines spaced 1 foot apart (approximately 6 inches on each side of the trench
from each pipeline). Open trenching would result in approximately 1,700 cubic
yards of soil to be removed.
The open trench for the Rail Pipeline would be approximately 3 feet wide and 4
feet deep (approximately 6 inches on each side of the trench from each pipeline).
Open trenching would result in approximately 1,200 cubic yards of soil to be
removed.
Trenching would begin by marking the trench route for the Underground Service
Alert (USA), and locating any existing underground utilities prior to excavation 11.
In paved areas, workers would commence open trenching by saw cutting and/or
breaking pavement for removal. In both paved and non-paved areas, open
trenches would be excavated with the use of a backhoe or excavator. Asphalt
would be disposed of at a facility that would recycle for future use, and excavated
soil, where permissible, would be stored and covered next to the pipe trench.
Where soil cannot be stored next to the pipe trench (e.g., where open trenches are
located near sensitive water features), soil would be placed onto dump trucks and
taken to the Terminal for temporary storage.
Once the trench is complete, stringing operations would involve trucking lengths
of pipe (joints) to the ROW and positioning the pipe along the ROW with a truck
crane, parallel to the centerline of the trench. Temporary gaps in the strung pipe
would be maintained for access, as needed. The trench would be marked and
delineated with temporary orange construction fencing and signage for personal
safety. Pipe installation would involve bending, welding, joint coating, and
lowering-in the pipe. Once bent (if necessary), the pipe joints would be welded
together as continuous segments next to the trench. A truck crane would be used
to lower the welded pipe segments into the trench. Inspections would be made to
ensure that the trench is deep enough, the bottom is free of damaging debris, the

11

July 2013
2.0-108

The USA would be contacted to help workers avoid impacts to other underground facilities
during digging or trenching activities. The USA clearly marks the location of all known
underground utilities and pipelines and also provides detailed information such as burial depth
and potential hazards. In addition, prior to subsurface work, a geophysical utility survey would
be conducted to identify subsurface features that may not have been identified by USA.
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pipe is properly placed, all bends conform to the trench, and the external coating
is not damaged.
Soils previously excavated and stored would be used later as backfill. Backfilling
the trench involves replacing the excavated subsoil into the trench and respreading the topsoil to return the surface to its original grade. The topsoil may be
mounded slightly over the trench to accommodate any future settling of the trench
backfill. Backfilling would typically occur within 72 hours of pipeline installation
to minimize potential impacts to wildlife that may fall into the trench. At the
conclusion of each day’s trenching activity, the end of the trench would be left
ramped at an approximate 2 to 1 slope to allow any wildlife falling into the trench
to escape. Since bores are done by different crews than the open trenching, and on
separate schedules, a short portion of the trench would be left open at these and
other tie-in locations until such time as that work is complete. A similar wildlife
escape ramp would be maintained at the bore tie-in sites, where backfilling would
not be completed at the same time as the rest of the pipeline. All disturbed sites
would be restored to original or future grade, with allowance for settling. The
criteria for determining potential settling would be based on soil texture, coarse
fragment content, and relative compaction.
Any remaining unused soil would be tested, and if determined non-hazardous,
disposed of at Keller Canyon Landfill. If hazardous soils are encountered, such
soils would be moved into temporary lined storage bins at the Terminal, covered
with plastic sheeting (as necessary), and disposed of in accordance with all
federal, state, and local regulations (including BAAQMD requirements). No
additional engineered backfill is anticipated for pipeline construction; however, if
later determined necessary, backfill would consist of 0 to 1 sack sand slurry.
According to the project’s Phase I Environmental Site Assessment and existing
NRG Pittsburg Generating Station bore data, regional groundwater within most of
the project area exists between 7 and 10.5 feet belowground, and is not
anticipated rising above planned depths of underground construction. However, a
small perched zone, located in the northern portion of the East Tank Farm near
the marine terminal, exists approximately 1 to 3 feet belowground. If significant
volumes of perched groundwater are encountered during excavation, water would
be evacuated using a sump pump, transferred into water storage tanks, sampled,
analyzed, transported, and disposed of in accordance with all federal, state, and
local regulations. If any worker observed potential contamination or signs of preexisting hazardous wastes during excavation, work in that area would be stopped
until the contamination was mitigated, as appropriate. Such contamination could
consist of manmade materials, discolored soil (such as soil darkened by oil
staining), or soil that exhibits chemical odor.
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To ensure no contamination would occur to nearby storm drains and water
sources, WesPac would implement the following BMPs:
•
•
•
•

Implement hazardous or contaminated soil handling procedures such as
placing materials into lined bins and covering soils with plastic sheeting.
Evaluate, mark, and protect important trees and associated rooting zones,
unique areas, and other areas to be preserved.
Designate parking and fueling areas.
Begin excavation and trenching after installing applicable sediment and runoff
control measures.

For more detailed information regarding regional groundwater, see Chapter 17.0:
Water Resources.
Jack and Bore
Jack and bore techniques would be used for pipeline segments extending south
across West 10th Street, UPRR and BNSF railroad tracks, and North Parkside
Avenue. For the KLM Pipeline alignment, each segment of the alignment would
require two separate bores (one for each of the parallel 12.75-inch-diameter
pipelines, 5 feet apart) to accommodate the looped system. For the Rail Pipeline,
only one bore is required for the 20-inch diameter pipeline. The exact locations of
the boring and receiving pits for jack-and-bore techniques have not been
determined for this project. However, for the KLM and Rail Pipeline segments
extending north to south across West 10th Street, an approximately 10-foot-wide
(oriented north to south) by 20-foot-long (oriented east to west) and 6- to 7-footdeep receiving pit would likely be located in the northern shoulder of West 10th
Street,and an approximately 30-foot-wide (oriented north to south) by 20-footlong (oriented east to west) and 6- to 7-foot-deep bore pit would likely be located
to the south of West 10th Street. For the KLM Pipeline segment extending north to
south across the BNSF and UPRR tracks, an approximately 10-foot-wide
(oriented north to south) by 25-foot-long (oriented east to west) and 8-foot-deep
receiving pit and an approximately 30-foot-wide (oriented north to south) by 25foot-long (oriented east to west) and 8-foot-deep bore pit would likely be located
just outside the BNSF and UPRR rights-of-way. For the KLM Pipeline segment
extending north to south across North Parkside Drive, an approximately 10-footwide (oriented north to south) by 25-foot-long (oriented east to west) and 8-footdeep receiving pit and an approximately 30-foot-wide (oriented north to south) by
25-foot-long (oriented east to west) and 8-foot-deep bore pit would likely be
located just north and south of the street. For this segment, the depth of the bore
itself would be determined by the depth substructures routed along North Parkside
Drive. The bore would be designed to cross approximately 2 to 3 feet below the
deepest substructure; therefore, the depths of the bore and receiving pits provided
above (8 feet deep) are approximated within a range.
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A single bore would be completed for the 20-inch diameter pipeline extending
south across West 10th Street to the Rail Transload Facility. The exact location of
the boring and receiving pits for jack-and-bore techniques have not been
determined for this project. However, for the segment extending north to south
across West 10th Street, an approximately 10-foot-wide (oriented north to south)
by 20-foot-long (oriented east to west) and 6- to 7-foot-deep receiving pit would
likely be located in the northern shoulder of West 10th Street,and an
approximately 30-foot-wide (oriented north to south) by 20-foot-long (oriented
east to west) and 6- to 7-foot-deep bore pit would likely be located south of West
10th Street. For this segment, the depth of the bore itself would be determined by
the depth substructures routed along West 10th Street. The bore would be designed
to cross approximately 2 to 3 feet below the deepest substructure; therefore, the
depths of the bore and receiving pits provided above (6 to 7 feet deep) are
approximated within a range. For the segment extending north to south across the
BNSF tracks, an approximately 10-foot-wide (oriented north to south) by 25-footlong (oriented east to west) and 8-foot-deep receiving pit and an approximately
30-foot-wide (oriented north to south) by 25-foot-long (oriented east to west) and
8-foot-deep bore pit would likely be located just outside the BNSF right-of-way.
Exact locations of the bore and receiving pits would be subject to WesPac
engineering designs and any associated City of Pittsburg encroachment permits.
Shoring would be installed as necessary prior to setting the bore machine. Soils
excavated from bore pits would be stored within the temporary construction
easement along the pipeline alignment, where possible, or soil would be placed
onto dump trucks and taken to the Terminal for temporary storage. Soil would be
used later as backfill, or tested and disposed of.
Boring operations are anticipated to yield the removal of approximately 91 cubic
yards of soil for all five bore crossings (four for the KLM Pipeline connection,
and one for the Rail Pipeline connection). Soils displaced by the bore machine
and then the casing pipe would be would be tested, and if determined nonhazardous, disposed of at Keller Canyon Landfill. If hazardous soils are
encountered, such soils would be moved into temporary lined storage bins at the
Terminal, covered with plastic sheeting (as necessary), and disposed of in
accordance with all federal, state, and local regulations (including BAAQMD
requirements).
Boring would begin by digging the bore and receiving pits using a conventional
backhoe or excavator. If sufficient area exists, bore and receiving pits would be
benched per OSHA standards. Otherwise, an engineered shoring box would be
installed to minimize the amount of over excavation required. Pits would be
marked and delineated with temporary orange construction fencing and signage
for personnel safety. After the pits are shored or benched, as required, the bore
machine would be placed at the correct elevation and orientation on temporary
rails located on the bore pit floor. The bore machine would then hydraulically
push the casing pipe into the soil, displacing soil as the pipe is pushed. Displaced
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soil would be returned to the bore pit via a return line. The casing pipe would be
fed into the bore machine in 20- to 40-foot joints by a small crane. Each new joint
would be welded in place and then pushed into the hole, one joint at a time.
After open-trenched pipe installation (as discussed above) and bored pipe
installation is complete, segments of pipe would be connected at the receiving pit,
coated, and all the excavations would be backfilled. Soil would be compacted to
City of Pittsburg requirements, typically 90 percent compaction. Approximately
866 cubic yards of soil would be excavated and temporarily displaced for bore
pits. No additional engineered backfill is anticipated for pipeline construction;
however, if necessary, backfill would consist of 0 to 1 sack sand slurry. If
engineered backfill is utilized, slurry would be used to backfill the trench from the
bottom of the trench to approximately one foot above the pipe. Native soil would
be used for the remaining backfill.
2.4.5 Construction Waste Management
Procedures for the management of waste generated during construction would be
developed as project details are quantified. However, based on industry standards
and regulatory requirements, as well as presently available information,
construction waste and demolition debris generated during the approximately 15month construction phase would be significant. Waste would include metal (e.g.,
piping, old equipment), concrete, waste oil, equipment (pumps, motors, and
electrical equipment), wood, and other industrial waste. To the extent practicable,
these wastes would be recycled according to Pittsburg Disposal Company’s
Construction and Demolition Recycling Waste Management Program. Waste oil
such as residuals in existing tanks would likely be recycled off-site by a licensed
waste oil recycling firm, as appropriate. If applicable, a hazardous waste generator
identification number would be acquired in accordance with regulatory
requirements. BMPs would be implemented on-site to meet the requirements of
the project-specific SWPPP. For more information regarding hazardous wastes,
see Chapter 10.0: Hazards and Hazardous Materials.
2.4.6 Construction Power and Electricity
Terminal construction machinery would run on diesel-powered engines.
Electricity would only be used for welding equipment, temporary lighting, and
temporary contractor trailers. These electrical requirements would be provided by
portable diesel generators located near work areas, as necessary.
For temporary construction trailers, electrical power would be provided by
portable generators or, if allowed by NRG or PG&E, a temporary connection to
the local NRG Pittsburg Generating Station electrical supply, since the electrical
load is considered to be very low. If a portable generator is used, the generator
would be located centrally to minimize insulated wiring that would extend to
equipment and offices.
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2.4.7 Vegetation Clearance and Improvements
Minor vegetation clearance, including tree, shrub, and brush removal in some
areas, would be necessary along the new pipeline alignments. Existing vegetation
would be mowed and shredded as necessary, and returned to pre-existing
conditions following the completion of construction work. While no trimming or
removal of trees is anticipated along the pipeline alignment routes, if tree removal
is necessary (such as existing trees located on the north side of Willow Pass
Road), WesPac would remove trees in accordance with approved City of Pittsburg
building permits and would obtain Street Tree Permits as necessary, as described
in the PMC (Chapter 12.32 Street Trees).Plant materials selected would be
adaptable to the City’s climatic, soil, geological, and topographical conditions.
Tree trimmings would be chipped and transported to an appropriate service
center, and disposed of properly in accordance with all local, state, and federal
regulations.
The City of Pittsburg requires all developments on properties within the City’s
General Industrial zoning classification to incorporate a minimum of
approximately 10 percent vegetative landscaping (Title 18, 18.54.115). The
existing facility maintains trees and shrubbery, which provide coverage of
approximately 10 acres. WesPac would include an additional approximately 2.5
acres of vegetative landscaping, at a minimum, to meet the 10 percent requisite of
the City. WesPac would maintain new and existing landscaping and update an
existing irrigation system to sustain trees and other shrubbery, using potable water
provided to the Terminal, as described in Section 2.4.2.7.
WesPac would submit a proposed landscape plan to the City of Pittsburg for
approval prior to construction activities. The landscape plan would ensure
compatibility with Delta Diablo Sanitation District pipeline operation and
maintenance procedures, and would address the preferred use of recycled water
for irrigation. In addition, the landscape plan would ensure new and existing
vegetated surfaces receive continued upkeep and that landscaping complies with
the terms of the City’s NPDES Construction Permit requires minimizing water
use to the extent possible, and any other water-efficiency landscaping standards
(PMC 18.84.310). The project would comply with all additional landscape design
standards detailed in PMC 18.84.318, 18.84.310, 18.84.315, 18.84.320, and
18.84.323, including further provisions for plant selection, plant spacing, planting,
minimum shrub covering, limiting use of crushed gravel in new landscaping,
hydroseeding mixes, compliance certification, and irrigation maintenance. For
more information regarding tree removal and potential impacts to existing
vegetation, see Chapter 7.0: Terrestrial Resources.
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2.4.8 Right-of-way Restoration and Cleanup
As part of final construction activities, WesPac would restore all paved surfaces
and restore landscaping or vegetation as necessary, in compliance with any permit
acquired. All materials would be disposed of properly as described in Section
2.4.4.4.
2.4.9 Construction Workforce
The size and composition of the workforce would vary depending on the activities
in progress and the particular phase of construction. During marine terminal
construction, a maximum workforce of approximately 25 workers would be
needed. During storage terminal construction, a maximum workforce of
approximately 225 workers would be needed. During pipeline construction, a
maximum workforce of approximately 25 workers would be needed. During Rail
Transload Facility construction, a maximum workforce of approximately 20
workers would be needed. As phases of the work are completed, the workforce at
the Terminal would gradually decline.
Passenger-vehicle trips would depend on the number of contractors that would be
used to complete the work. Most of the workforce would be local skilled workers
supplemented by outside contractor labor, as required. The project proponent
intends to engage in a Project Labor Agreement with the Contra Costa Building
and Construction Trades Council to use union workers in the completion of
construction efforts required for the project. Given the presence of multiple union
halls in the local and regional area, workers would most likely reside within 20 to
30 miles of the project site (Feere, 2012).
Table 2-19 summarizes the anticipated number of trips completed by passenger
vehicles during each phase of construction.
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Table 2-19: Passenger Vehicle Trips during Construction
Phase

Number of Vehicles

Trips per Day

Marine terminal
construction

8 to 10

1

Storage terminal
construction—tank retrofit
work

10 to 15

1

Storage terminal
construction—other
installations outside of tank
retrofitting

10 to 15

1

Rail Transload Facility
construction

10 to 15

1

5 to 8

1

Pipeline construction

2.4.10 Construction Schedule
Construction would be divided into two major phases: Phase 1, facilities required
to support receipt by rail and pipeline, and Phase 2, facilities required to support
offshore operations. Phase 1 would include construction of the Rail Transload
Facility and associated facilities at the storage terminal that would support rail
operations. It would also include construction of the Rail Pipeline, KLM Pipeline
connection, and five storage tanks with associated pumps, piping and electrical
systems. Phase 1 is estimated to take approximately 16 months to complete;
commencing in October 2013 and completing in January 2015. Operations
associated with completed portions of the onshore storage terminal, Rail
Transload Facility, and pipelines are estimated to begin in October 2014.
Phase 2 would include construction associated with the marine terminal facilities
and additional onshore storage tanks. Phase 2 is estimated to take approximately
19 months to complete; commencing in April 2014 and completing in October
2015. Marine terminal operations would begin in July 2015.
Portions of each phase would be scheduled concurrent to one another so that total
construction time for both Phase 1 and Phase 2 would be approximately 25
months. Construction would typically occur between the hours of 7 a.m. and 6
p.m., Monday through Friday; however, some work may be completed on
weekends and/or outside of typical work hours, as necessary. Construction
scheduling broken into phases is provided in Table 2-20.
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Table 2-20: Construction Schedule Phases

Phase

Description

Approximate
Length

Approximate
Start Date

Approximate
Completion
Date

Phase 1 – Facilities Required to Support Receipt by Rail and Pipeline

Phase 1A:
Rail
Transload
Facility,
Storage Tank
Replacements
and Other
Onshore
Modifications

Construction
work associated
with construction
of Rail Transload
Facility, storage
tank
replacements
(Tanks 10, 11,
12, and 14) the
surge tank (Tank
17), pump station
improvements,
electric
substation, and
stormwater
improvements

16 months

October 2013

January 2015

Phase 1B:
Pipeline
Construction

Construction
associated with
the KLM
Pipeline
connection and
Rail Pipeline

4 months

May 2014

August 2014

Phase 2 – Facilities Required to Support Marine Terminal Operations
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Phase 2A:
Marine
Terminal
Construction

Construction
work associated
with marine
terminal
construction
(including
maintenance
dredging)

10 months

July 2014

April 2015

Phase 2B:
Storage Tank
Retrofit

Construction
work associated
with retrofitting
onshore storage
tanks (Tanks 1, 2,
3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9,
13, 15 and 16)

19 months

April 2014

October 2015
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Phase

Description

Approximate
Length

Approximate
Start Date

Approximate
Completion
Date

Phase 2C:
Marine
Terminal
construction Storage
Terminal
construction

Construction
work associated
with all other
components
within the storage
terminal
(excluding tank
retrofitting)

19 months

April 2014

October 2015

2.4.11 Rights-of-way
The land and facilities for the project, including storage tanks and dock, are
expected to be purchased from NRG by WesPac. Submerged tidelands would be
leased from the City of Pittsburg for the Marine Terminal portion of the facility.
WesPac would lease staging area 1 from PG&E and staging area 2 from NRG for
temporary construction equipment storage.
Portions of the new pipeline would be installed on both public and private rightsof-way and new rights-of-way would need to be acquired. Public road crossings
are anticipated at West 10th Street and North Parkside Drive. For pipe installed at
these crossings, the existing pipeline owner (Chevron) has an existing franchise
agreement with the City that would be amended for the additional length of line
that would be installed inside the City’s ROW. New franchise agreements from
the State of California would be required for the crossing of West 10th Street for
the KLM Pipeline connection and the Rail Pipeline. For private properties,
WesPac and/or Chevron would negotiate temporary and permanent construction
easements with each existing landowner. The temporary construction easement
would be approximately 40 to 60 feet wide, while the permanent easement would
be approximately 10 feet wide. Additionally, Chevron and WesPac would
negotiate a permanent crossing license agreement with BNSF and UPRR within
the railroad ROWs.
2.5

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE

2.5.1 Facility Operations Overview
As discussed above in Section 2.4.10, constructionņand therefore subsequent
operationņwould be divided in two major phases: Phase 1, facilities required to
support receipt by rail and pipeline, and Phase 2, facilities required to support
offshore operations. Phase 1 operations would include receiving and unloading
crude oil from rail tank cars at the Rail Transload Facility and transferring that oil
by pipeline to the storage terminal, receiving crude oil from the KLM Pipeline,
storage and conveyance of crude oil at the storage terminal, and the transshipment
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of oil though pipelines to local refineries. Phase 2 would involve adding
operations from offshore facilities to existing Phase 1 operations, namely shipping
and receiving crude oil and partially refined crude oil to and from moored tankers
at the marine terminal. Equipment throughout the facility would be controlled by
operators and/or automatic control systems. Some facilities would be remotely
monitored and operated from motor control centers and from within the office and
control building.
It is anticipated that the facility would begin receiving crude oil by rail and
pipeline by October 2014 and begin offshore vessel-unloading operations by July
2015. The marine terminal would be designed to offload crude oil from marine
tankers as large as 120,000 deadweight tonnage (dwt). The Terminal would be
operated to minimize the time that each marine tanker remains at the berth by
using a combination of high-capacity pumps, large-diameter pipelines, and
adequate tankage (refer to Section 2.3) for offloading barges and Panamax- and
Aframax-type vessels at the maximum offloading rate.
As required by federal and State regulations, a Spill Prevention, Control and
Countermeasure Plan and a Facility Response Plan would be in place prior to the
start of operations. These plans would be approved prior to the start of operations
by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Coast Guard, California
Department of Fish and Game’s Office of Spill Prevention and Response, and
reviewed by other applicable federal and state agencies. Spill-containment booms
and other similar equipment would be provided as specified in the approved oil
spill response plan.
Operators of the onshore terminals and pipelines would be responsible for system
controls and operations 24 hours per day for the onshore facilities. Maintenance
personnel would be responsible for carrying out routine inspections and
maintenance, as well as responding to possible system upsets and emergencies for
the onshore facilities.
2.5.2 Marine Terminal Operations
2.5.2.1 Tanker Operations
Tanker Mooring
The mooring facility would be designed to accommodate the range of ships
expected to call at the facility. The CSLC MOTEMS regulations would be
referenced for the most current information on mooring design. Secondary design
references would include The International Safety Guide for Oil Tankers and
Terminals and the Oil Companies International Marine Forum’s tankering
mooring guidelines. Design and operation of the dock, including mooring,
loading, and offloading design and operations, would be completed per the
requirements of applicable regulatory guidelines such as MOTEMS.
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Tanker Connection
The connections between the ship and the terminal for crude oil and vessel fuel
would consist of hard-pipe flexible systems commonly referred to as discharge
arms. The berth would be designed with crude oil offloading and loading arms.
The arms are designed to rotate greater than 180 degrees to allow for the
movement of the vessel both from the water level changes and for cargo
operations. The arms have limits to their movement and would be equipped with a
system to warn users when they are approaching their movement limits.
Tanker Offload Pump Startup
To ensure environmental protection and safety, discharge from the vessel to the
onshore tanks would follow required exchanges of general and emergency
information between ship and terminal personnel, and ship inspections. Storage
terminal operators would line up the piping to the delivery tank and open the
associated tank valves. Marine terminal operators would ensure the docked ship
was properly connected to the loading arms. The ship would use its shipping
pumps to unload product from the vessel’s tanks to the onshore storage tanks. The
discharge would begin at a slow rate, so all systems can be checked for leakage,
after which the pumping rate would be increased to the safe limits of the ship and
the terminal. Operators would monitor loading operations at the dock and from
the control room until the ship completes receiving operations. The maximum
unloading time for a vessel would be approximately 20 hours. The maximum
pumping rate the terminal would be designed to accommodate is 40,000 BBLs per
hour, typical for Panamax- and Aframax-type vessels. The design pumping rate
would vary for each vessel depending on specific pumps outfitted on the vessels,
the properties of the crude oil, and crude oil temperature. The docked ship would
generate noise and light while at the dock from unloading operations.
Tanker Offload
Typical pumping rates for vessels in each particular class are provided in
Table 2-21.
Vessels would typically be partially loaded due to a channel draft restriction in the
Suisun Bay between the Richmond San Rafael Bridge and New York Point. This
draft restriction is estimated to be approximately 35 feet. Barges with maximum
drafts of less than 35 feet would call fully loaded. The design cargo size varies by
vessel. Examples of vessels in each particular class, as well as cargo size are,
provided in Table 2-22.
The Terminal would operate with an average throughput of 192,000 BBLs per
day, and would have a maximum capacity throughput of 325,000 BBLs per day.
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Table 2-21: Typical Pumping Rates
Vessel Class

Typical Pumping Rate (barrels per hour)

Barge

10,000

Panamax

35,000

Aframax

40,000

Table 2-22: Typical Design Cargo Size
Vessel Class

Typical Cargo (barrels)

Barge

160,000

Panamax

325,000 (partially loaded with 35-foot draft)

Aframax

325,000 (partially loaded with 35-foot draft)

Tanker Offload Pump Shutdown
When all the cargo is discharged from the ship, the ship’s pumps would be
stopped by the ship’s officers. The discharge arms would be drained and
disconnected from the ship. After required information and records have been
exchanged between the ship and the terminal, the ship would be ready to leave the
berth. Per San Francisco Bar Pilot recommendations, vessels would require two
tugboats to berth and two tugboats to turn. Smaller barges should only require a
single tugboat.
Emergency Shutdown
During the pre-transfer information exchange, emergency shutdown systems
would be thoroughly discussed via radio or telephone communication. All
shutdowns, whether due to an emergency or not, would be orderly and sequential.
While not anticipated, if an emergency shutdown were required, both terminal
personnel and ship personnel would be informed. Once a shutdown is ordered, the
ship would first stop its pumps, followed by the closing of all valves in the
terminal and ship’s cargo systems, thereby isolating applicable segments of the
system to reduce or prevent spillage. If the emergency required the disconnection
of the discharge arms, the arms would be drained and disconnected.
Alternative Vessel Unloading/Loading and Lightering
WesPac has no control over ownership of or authority to direct vessels on
alternative methods that would be implemented to partially load and unload or
lighter (i.e., ship-to-ship transfer) cargos prior to berthing at the Terminal dock.
Therefore, specific details regarding where, when, or how vessels are partially
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unloaded, loaded, lightered, or otherwise handled prior to reaching the Terminal
cannot be provided as part of the proposed project. Nevertheless, typically, larger
vessels such as Panamax-type or Aframax-type vessels would require partial
unloading or lightering prior to reaching the Terminal to ensure vessel draft is
appropriate for passage to and from berthing at the Terminal dock (channel
passage restriction is anticipated to be approximately 35 feet). As a result, some
ships may unload some of their cargo at other docks prior to coming to the
Terminal, including docks at San Francisco Bay Area refineries (refer to Table
2-6) or other storage ports in the cities of Los Angeles and Long Beach, or may
lighter their load by unloading some of their cargo to another vessel. If ship-toship transfer is required by a vessel in the San Francisco Bay, the vessel would
need to do so within Anchorage 9, located south of the San Francisco Bay Bridge,
per United States Coast Guard regulations. Because of its size and location,
Anchorage 9 affords the best opportunity for containment and recovery in the
event of an oil spill. Vessel owners or agents must also give 24-hour advance
notification prior to arrival at the lightering location and must provide details
regarding the cargo expected to be transferred, as described in the United States
Coast Guard Vessel Traffic User Manual.
Ship Unloading and Loading
Prior to unloading ships, WesPac storage terminal operators would line up the
piping to the delivery tank and open the correct valves. On the dock side, the ship
would be docked and the loading arms connected to the ship. The ship would use
its shipping pumps to unload product. Storage terminal operators would monitor
loading operations from the control room until the ship completes receiving
operations. During loading operations, WesPac storage terminal operators would
line up the piping from the storage tank to the loading arms. The loading arms
would be connected to the docked ship and the tank farm shipping pump would be
used to load the ship. Vapors from the ship would be sent to the thermal oxidizer.
Terminal operators would monitor loading operations from the control room until
the ship completes operations.
Seismic Hazard Design
The proposed marine terminal would be designed per the CSLC MOTEMS to
protect against potential seismic hazards. For more detailed information, see
Chapter 9.0: Geology, Soils, and Seismicity and Chapter 16.0: Marine
Transportation and Marine Terminal Operations.
Vapor and Leak Monitoring/Detection
Hydrocarbon monitoring, detection, shutdown, and alarm systems would be
installed at the marine terminal. Monitoring zones would be established to provide
for complete and continuous coverage around equipment. If concentrations
exceed safe limits, an automatic shutdown of equipment would be activated by
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the central control system. For more detailed information, see Chapter 16.0:
Marine Transportation and Marine Terminal Operations.
Spill Detection and Containment
WesPac would have a contractual agreement with a regional spill response
cooperative that would serve as the emergency response contractor with primary
responsibility for containment, cleanup, and health and safety at the marine
terminal. In addition, operations personnel would be trained in the Incident
Command System and oil spill containment and cleanup procedures. For more
detailed information, see Chapter 10.0: Hazards and Hazardous Materials.
Fire Detection and Suppression
Devices capable of detecting the presence of open flames (flame detectors) would
be installed at the marine terminal. The flame detectors would be positioned to
cover strategic areas, such as around motorized pumping areas and the marine
loading dock. The flame detectors would be tied to a flame-detector control panel,
and would have discrimination ability so as not to provide false indications of fire
due to reflections from the water, camera flashes, etc. Upon detection of a fire, the
flame detectors would automatically cause annunciation of a fire alarm signal.
Terminal operators would confirm that the alarm is an active fire, notify the
Contra Costa County Fire Department, and begin fire suppression activities.
As indicated in Section 2.4.2.7, the source of water used in fire protection would
be the Suisun Bay, and the facility may share the existing intake system at the
adjacent NRG Pittsburg Generating Station. Separate additional fire pumps and
lines would be installed to provide fire protection separate from that of NRG’s
system. The capacity of the system would be adequately determined in
accordance with applicable requirements and the Contra Costa County Fire
Protection District.
The marine terminal would be equipped with a fire-suppression system meeting
the requirements of the MOTEMS regulations and applicable requirements of the
Contra Costa County Fire Protection District. The system would consist of fixed
fire-water monitors and hose-reel stations. Additional details describing
procedures for responding to an emergency for a fire or other release event would
be described in the facility’s Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP), in the
Emergency Response section. The HMBP would also include other fire hazardmanagement protocols. These plans would be developed prior to facility operation
and would include standard BMPs such as:
•
•
•
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welding, or torch cutting—as required by OSHA;
use of safety fire watches, as required by OSHA; and
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2.5.2.2 Vessel Capacity
Because the barge dock is not planned to be restored to operation, only a single
vessel at a time can be accommodated at the main unloading platform. Barges and
ships would not unload or load simultaneously as only one vessel can berth at the
terminal at a time.
Vessels anticipated calling at the Terminal range from barges to Aframax-type
vessels. The interior breasting dolphins would be located to accommodate the
smallest barges and the exterior breasting dolphins would be located to
accommodate the largest vessels. The fender panels on the breasting dolphins
would be designed to accommodate the low free board typical of barges.
Aframax-type vessels are the largest class of vessels. They have beams larger than
106 feet, prohibiting them from transiting the Panama Canal. (The term
‘Aframax’ is based on an abbreviation for Average Freight Rate Assessment.) The
dwt of these vessels ranges from 80,000 to 120,000. The maximum length of
these vessels is typically between 800 and 875 feet.
Panamax-type vessels are the largest class of vessel that can transit the Panama
Canal locks. The beam of these vessels is a maximum of 106 feet. The maximum
length of these vessels is typically between 750 and 800 feet, and their dwt ranges
from 50,000 to 80,000.
The maximum number of vessels to call at the marine terminal would be
approximately 18 vessels per month. The marine terminal would receive up to
216 unloading and/or loading events per year. Almost all of the vessels would be
Panamax, with up to one Aframax and one or two barges per month. Business
conditions, the overall economy, seasonality, and other factors would affect use of
the facility.
For more detailed information regarding shipping transportation see Chapter 16.0:
Marine Transportation and Marine Terminal Operations.
2.5.2.3 Vessel Route
The anticipated route of vessels is provided in Figure 2-19: Transit Route of
Vessels. Vessels heading to the marine terminal would transit beneath the Golden
Gate Bridge and head northeast. Once vessels have passed Angel Island, they
would turn north and pass beneath the Richmond San Rafael Bridge. They would
then continue northeast through San Pablo Bay, turning more directly east to pass
beneath the Carquinez Bridge. From the Carquinez Bridge, they would continue
through the Carquinez Strait and then pass the Benicia and Railroad bridges.
Vessels would continue to follow the navigation channel east, until reaching the
Terminal. Departing vessels would follow this route in the opposite direction. For
more detailed information regarding shipping transportation see Chapter 16.0:
Marine Transportation and Marine Terminal Operations.
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2.5.3 Storage Terminal Operations
Through Phase 1, normal operations would consist of receiving crude oil from
one of the three pipelines; storing crude oil in storage tanks; and sending crude oil
to local refineries via the KLM Pipeline or San Pablo Bay Pipeline. Internal tankto-tank transfers, crude oil recirculation, and other similar operations would also
be completed. Phase 2 would add receiving and delivering crude oil to and from
marine vessels.
2.5.3.1 Internal Tank-to-tank Transfers
The terminal would complete tank-to-tank transfers as a part of normal
operations. Tank-to-tank movements would consist of transferring crude oil
between tanks within the Storage Terminal through the existing piping system
using the tank shipping pump. Tank-to-tank transfers may be completed to
circulate crude oil between tanks or to transfer product between customers.
2.5.3.2 Fire Detection and Suppression
Flame detectors and a fire-suppression system similar to that at the marine
terminal would also be installed at the storage terminal, and would function in the
same manner as described in Section 2.5.2.
2.5.3.3 Tank Vapor Control
The floating roofs with primary and secondary seals would serve as the primary
system for controlling emissions. Floating roofs with primary and secondary seals
are considered to constitute the best available control technology for crude oil
tanks by the BAAQMD, and would be incorporated into applicable permits from
the BAAQMD for Terminal operations. For more detailed information regarding
air quality and greenhouse gas emissions see Chapter 4.0: Air Quality and
Chapter 5.0: Greenhouse Gas Emissions, respectively.
2.5.3.4 Storage Terminal Pumps
The operation of pumps would depend on a variety of factors, including ship dock
schedule and KLM, San Pablo Bay, and Rail Pipelines operations, all of which
cannot be predicted. Not all pumps would run concurrently since operations
would be batched and limited by the three main header pipelines described in
Section 2.3.2.1. Table 2-23 provides the average run time for each pump on a permonth basis, and a description of potential operations.
2.5.3.5 Pipeline Shipping Pumps
Dedicated shipping pumps with electric motors would be used for delivery
through the San Pablo Bay, KLM, and Rail Pipelines.
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Table 2-23: Storage Terminal Pump Operations

Pump Description/Service

Estimated Hours
Per Month

Batch Operations

Process Pumps
Tank pumps

90

Operates with one shiploading pump or pipeline
shipping pumps (see below),
or internal transfer

Ship loading pumps

45

Operates with one tank pump

Pipeline shipping pumps

125

Operates with one or two
tank pumps and one or two
other pipeline shipping
pumps

Recycle pumps

48

Does not operate with other
pumps

Flushing pump

36

Does not operate with other
pumps

Utility/Miscellaneous Pumps (Non-process)
Firewater pump

1

Not applicable

East Tank Farm sump pump

Rain events only

Not applicable

Stormwater collection pond
sump pump

Rain events only

Not applicable

Stormwater retention basin
sump pumps

Rain events only

Not applicable
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2.5.3.6 Oil Spill Containment
Each tank in the East Tank Farm is equipped with full-encirclement dike walls
designed to provide for full containment of the oil in the event of a spill, as
required by state and local design codes and Contra Costa County Fire
Department guidelines. Any minor spills from the South Tank Farm would be
routed to the stormwater collection pond in the East Tank Farm and OWS; in the
case of a large spill, the oil would be captured by the stormwater retention basin
in the South Tank Farm for treatment. For more detailed information regarding
hazards and hazardous materials see Chapter 10.0: Hazards and Hazardous
Materials.
2.5.3.7 Process Drain Recovery Sump
A process oil recovery system consisting of a sump, sump pump, associated
piping, electrical, instrumentation, and controls is proposed for each tank farm to
recover liquid from equipment process drains. The oil recovery system would
serve the shipping pump areas, distribution manifold areas, pipeline meter areas,
and pipeline scraper launcher/receiver areas. Each containment sump would have
instruments to detect fluid level. When a high level is detected, a pump(s) would
automatically start, transferring the contents of the sump into the stormwater
collection pond and/or OWS. A “high-high” sump level would activate an alarm
in the terminal control room in the event that the pump(s) could not keep up with
increasing fluid level.
2.5.3.8 Storage Terminal Plumbing
Once operational, water usage for the Terminal would be limited to lavatory
facilities, irrigation for landscaping, and for personnel safety where required by
OSHA standards.
2.5.3.9 Substation Operations
The unmanned station would be operated remotely, and routine inspections would
occur on a monthly basis, or on an as-needed basis under emergency conditions.
Substation operation would be conducted by WesPac and the power line
interconnection would be operated by PG&E.
2.5.4 Rail Transload Facility Operations
2.5.4.1 Rail Movements
As discussed in Chapter 1.0: Introduction and Project Goals and Objectives and
Section 2.4.3.1, movements of trains bringing rail tank cars to and from the Rail
Transload Facility would be performed by BNSF, on BNSF property, and on
trains operated by BNSF employees. The movements of those trains within
Contra Costa County to and from the Rail Transload Facility, while described in
this section of the EIR, are preempted from local and state environmental
regulations by federal law under the Interstate Commerce Commission
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Termination Act. Rail impacts discussions are included in this EIR, as
appropriate, but without any waiver of federal preemption by BNSF. Accordingly,
the potential impacts of those train and tank car movements are further described
in appropriate chapters of this EIR. However, railroad operations and movements
described in this EIR are preempted from local and state environmental
regulations. Therefore, the City of Pittsburg, as Lead Agency, and other state and
local responsible agencies are preempted from imposing mitigation measures,
conditions or regulations to reduce or mitigate potential impacts of BNSF train
movements.
By contrast, all activities performed to unload rail cars and transfer crude oil out
of the Rail Transload Facility to the storage terminal are not preempted by federal
law. The impacts of those activities are described and evaluated in respective
chapters of this EIR.
Trains, operated by BNSF road crews, would enter the Rail Transload Facility
from the east (Stockton, CA) and arrive at the facility’s dedicated landing and
departure track, located adjacent to the BNSF main tracks. BNSF road crews
would then move rail cars onto the transloading tracks for unloading operations.
At this time, locomotives and BNSF crew would depart the Rail Transload
Facility and go to Richmond for refueling and maintenance.
Crude oil transloading operations would extend over a 14-hour timeframe.
Following completion, empty cars would be moved to the landing and departure
track and re-assembled. Prior to departure, a safety inspection would be
conducted on the re-assembled train. Once BNSF locomotives and crew have
returned to the Rail Transload Facility, the train would depart eastbound from the
facility towards Stockton, CA.
2.5.4.2 Transloading Operations Sequence
Crude oil transloading operations would generally proceed as follows:
1. Train arrives from the east on BNSF main line, proceeds onto existing
BNSF siding (parallel to the main line) and then continues onto one of the
two landing and departure tracks. (Approximately 10 minutes to clear
main track.)
2. The tail-end power unit disconnects from the train, moves to another
siding track within the Rail Transload Facility yard, and waits for the
head-end power units to be available for departure. (Approximately 10
minutes.)
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3. One of the two head-end power units pushes the tank cars back into the
four new transloading tracks. The entire train (104 cars) would be set in
the transloading tracks. (Approximately 30 minutes per cut of cars,
therefore, approximately 2 hours total.)
4. The two head-end power units and tail-end power unit join together and
depart for BNSF’s service yard in Richmond. Units would depart when
rail time is available on main line. (Approximately 15 minutes on site plus
travel time to Richmond.)
5. Tank cars are unloaded. Individual drain hoses would be manually
connected to the bottom of each tank car by onsite Terminal workers. The
vent valve on the top of each tank car would be opened, and a check valve
placed onto each one which would only allow fresh air into each tank car.
6. The contents of each tank car would be drained by gravity into a collection
pipe (common header pipe) and then pumped northward to the WesPac
Energy–Pittsburg Terminal directly into a storage tank. There would be
104 transloading spots, so rail cars would not need to be moved until they
are emptied and prepared for departure. (Approximately 7 hours.)
7. The empty tank cars would be reassembled into a unit train on the landing
and departure track by the Rail Transload Facility’s switch locomotive
(this locomotive would be based within the Rail Transload Facility for the
purpose of moving other railroad cars around the yard). (Approximately
45 minutes per cut of cars, for a total of 3 hours.)
8. The two head–end power units and tail-end power unit would return from
Richmond and connect to the unit train. Prior to departure, a safety
inspection would be conducted and the train readied for departure.
(Approximately 1 hour and 30 minutes.)
9. The train would depart to the east, first moving onto BNSF siding tracks
(parallel to the main line) and then onto BNSF’s main line.
(Approximately 10 minutes.)
The total operations procedure would take approximately 14 hours per train. The
facility would operate 24 hours per day, 7 days per week. However, there would
only be activity while the trains are arriving and departing and while tank cars are
being unloaded. The facility would have capacity to accommodate one train per
day.
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2.5.4.3 Electrical Power, Lighting and Controls
Facility power would be distributed at 277/480 volts and 120 volt power would be
provided locally with dry transformers. A Programmable Logic Controller system
would be used to stage and shut-down transloading pumps automatically, and
would be provided with an uninterruptable power supply. All emergency stop
controls for the facility would be hardwired. Facility lighting would be provided
for the transloading platform, administration building, parking area and railswitch points.
For more information regarding Rail Transload Facility lighting, see Chapter 3.0:
Aesthetics.
2.5.4.4 Fire Detection and Suppression
A fire-protection system for facilities within the proposed transloading facility
would be developed in compliance with the latest edition of NFPA and Contra
Costa County Fire Protection District regulations. It is anticipated that firewater
monitors and hoses would provide a firewater mixture, consisting of water and
aqueous film forming foam to fight fires.
Due to local water supply pressures, a fire pump and tank system would be
required. The fire pump building, would be approximately 15 feet by 30 feet
(interior dimensions) and would also house the foam storage tank and
proportioning equipment.
2.5.5 Maintenance
2.5.5.1 Marine Terminal and Storage Terminal Maintenance
Typical maintenance within both the marine terminal and storage terminal would
include operations required to maintain existing equipment, berth, tanks, and
piping. The requirements and frequency of maintenance operations would be
specified in the Terminal’s Operations Manual. Maintenance operations would
include the following:
•
•
•

Servicing equipment such as shipping pumps, fire-water pumps, instruments,
and valves
Repair and upkeep of the facility, including repairing berms, repainting piping
and equipment when necessary, and repairing insulation
Testing and cycling instruments on the berth and storage terminal to ensure
equipment is operating as designed

WesPac would maintain the facility landscaping and surrounding berms to ensure
that stormwater retention catch basins/ponds and drainage lines would be free of
sediment buildup and vegetation. WesPac personnel would regularly assess the
facility drainage, particularly during and after rain events, to assess the need for
maintenance and removal of sediment and vegetation.
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2.5.5.2 Maintenance Dredging
Marine terminal maintenance may require additional dredging within the
proposed dredging area (refer to Figure 2-15). It is anticipated that such
maintenance activities would be conducted every two years, and would be limited
to approximately 10,000 cubic yards of soil. The final quantity of dredged
materials would depend on finalization of the vessel approach, as well as
geotechnical analysis of seafloor slopes. Scheduled maintenance dredging would
be known sufficiently in advance and WesPac would be sure to comply with all
permits so as to make sure appropriate assessments are conducted prior to
conducting maintenance-related dredging. For more information regarding
existing sediments, see Appendix A: Characterization of WesPac Energy
Pittsburg LLC Marine Terminal Dredging Project Sediments: Dredge Materials
Sampling and Analysis Results, which includes the results of Tier II (chemical
and physical) sampling testing completed on existing soils.
Dredged soils would be tested and disposed of properly. If classified as nonhazardous, soils would be disposed of in accordance with all federal, state, and
local regulations. A number of disposal sites for dredged materials are currently
being investigated. Dredged materials would most likely be disposed of at either
Winter Island or the Montezuma Wetlands (refer to Section 2.4.1.7). The final
disposal location would be dependent on soil testing, economic analysis, and
current disposal options at the time dredging occurs.
2.5.5.3 Substation Maintenance
Regular inspection of electric lines, support systems, and instrumentation and
control is critical for the safe, efficient, and economical operation of the
substation. All of the structures would be inspected from the ground on an annual
basis for corrosion, misalignment, and foundation condition. Ground inspection
would include inspection of hardware, insulator keys, and conductors. This
inspection would also check conductors and fixtures for corrosion, breaks, broken
insulators, and bad splices. The electric lines would be inspected for sag.
Substation maintenance would be conducted by WesPac and the power line
interconnection would be maintained by PG&E.
2.5.5.4 Rail Transload Facility Maintenance
The mechanical systems associated with the Rail Transload Facility operations
would require periodic inspection and maintenance to keep the system operating
properly. Manufacturer’s maintenance instructions would be fully adhered-to for
all mechanical and electrical systems.
All exposed piping, valves and flanges would be inspected while in operation to
check for leaks. Differential pressure gauges on transloading pumps would be
monitored during every transloading cycle and cleaned, as required. The pump
operation would be observed during transloading to check for cavitation, pump
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performance, and leaking seals. Hoses and hose fittings would be inspected before
every transloading operation and replaced or repaired, as required. Meters would
be checked for accuracy based on a schedule to be determined by applicable
commercial contracts and/or WesPac procedures. If significant deviation on
meters is detected, the meter would be rebuilt or replaced.
Control systems would require periodic inspection to confirm alarms are
operational and transloading pump level controls are working properly.
Emergency shut-down system would also be tested regularly.
Fire Department Inspections
The fire-protection system for facilities would be inspected, as required by NFPA
and Contra Costa County Fire Protection District regulations. If the existing fire
water piping system or any other part of the fire system is found to be
dysfunctional, repairs would be made prior to proceeding with transloading
operations.
Maintenance Liability
The Rail Transload Facility operator would be responsible for complying with
maintenance standards and commitments for those facilities located within the
facility site. Locomotive facilities and bridge structures would be maintained per
the Construction & Maintenance Agreement executed with BNSF and FRA Class
1 standards.
2.5.5.5 Pipeline Maintenance
The existing KLM Pipeline and San Pablo Bay Pipeline are currently owned,
operated, and maintained by their respective operating companies. As previously
mentioned, pipeline connection agreements for the idle 13.2-mile-long segment of
the San Pablo Bay Pipeline, proposed KLM Pipeline connection and proposed
Rail Pipeline have not been finalized with each prospective operating company
and, therefore, pipeline operations and maintenance cannot be fully established at
this time. Assuming no transfer of pipeline ownership occurs, pipeline
connections would be integrated into the respective third-party operating
companies for operation and maintenance, including risk management and
ranking systems. The lines would be operated per regulatory requirements,
including the California Pipeline Safety Act and Department of Transportation
regulations (Title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 195). These regulatory
requirements include routine internal inspections and/or hydrostatic testing,
cathodic protection surveys, and visual field observations of rights-of-way. In
California, the State Fire Marshall inspects all active-status pipelines, although the
exact period between inspections depends on staffing schedule and on the priority
placed on the pipeline. The State Fire Marshall would require pipeline operators
to keep accurate records of the materials transported in the pipeline and records of
routine and special maintenance. These records would be audited during
WesPac Pittsburg Energy Infrastructure Project
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inspections. If a transfer of ownership of either pipeline segment occurs, the new
owner would be responsible for the above-described pipeline safety practices, and
would be required to comply with all state and federal regulations. Regular
operations and maintenance of pipeline metering, proving, and pump facilities
proposed for the Terminal would be operated and maintained by WesPac.
When receiving product, facility operators would ensure the receiving tank was
properly lined up and the pipeline operator would ship product into the terminal
from their facility. When shipping product, the facility operators would ensure the
shipping tank and pump were properly lined up and the facility would pump the
product to the delivery point. Beyond the operation of the shipping pump during
pipeline shipping operations, no significant noise is expected during operations.
Additional ongoing maintenance activities would include:
•

Corrosion monitoring—To monitor and control the external and internal
corrosion of the pipeline.

•

Temporary pipeline locating and marking for excavation—To reduce the
likelihood of accidental third-party damage caused from excavation activity,
the pipeline would be marked according to the requirements of the USA;
pipeline operators would comply with local laws governing underground
facility damage prevention.

•

Other equipment maintenance—Other equipment that would be connected to
the pipelines such as pumps, valves, electronic equipment, and
telecommunications equipment would be maintained on a regular basis.

2.5.6 Waste Management
Procedures for the management of waste generated during operation would be
developed as project details are quantified. However, due to the nature of the
proposed facility operations and the ongoing site presence of 10 to 15 regular
employees, the magnitude and nature of waste generated during the postconstruction operational phase of the proposed project is expected to be minimal
and of a household/commercial nature. Containerization and removal of this solid
municipal waste can be readily accommodated by the Pittsburg Disposal Service
under their weekly 96-gallon commercial service program, supplemented by
additional containers for recycling of paper/cardboard and beverage containers.
2.5.7 Lighting and Security
Terminal lighting designs would be developed to provide safety for employees
and would comply with OSHA and other regulatory requirements. Lights would
be mounted on facility structures and/or on free-standing light poles. Lighting
fixtures would be located and designed to avoid casting light or glare toward offJuly 2013
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site locations, as feasible. If necessary, lights would be provided with shields to
reduce glare. In addition to terminal lighting, security staff would be employed
(shared with the NRG Pittsburg Generating Station) 10 hours per day, 5 days per
week. An existing security guard booth is located at the entrance of the facility,
approximately 0.2 mile north of West 10th Street along the existing Terminal
access road, and would be used for the proposed project operations. A security
guard would be posted within this booth during weekday daytime operations.
Outside of those hours, the security gate would be monitored by surveillance
camera footage, displayed at the office and control building, and the gate would
be operated remotely. In addition, WesPac operators would monitor the Terminal
from the storage terminal control building using surveillance monitors projecting
footage from surveillance cameras mounted at various locations around the
facility. Existing perimeter chain-link fencing would be maintained for security
purposes. Some portions of the perimeter fencing are shared with the adjacent
NRG facility. Prior to terminal operations, a Marine Oil Terminal Security Plan
would be prepared and approved by the Marine Facilities Division of the CSLC.
Site security measures and protocols would also be detailed in the Terminal’s
Facility Response Plan. For additional discussion regarding site security, see
Chapter 10.0: Hazards and Hazardous Materials.
The Rail Transload Facility would require the installation of approximately 14
high mast light poles, 12 of which would be installed within the transloading area
platform, and two of which would be installed near the administration building.
For more information regarding lighting and potential visual impacts, see Chapter
3.0: Aesthetics.
2.5.8 Operations Schedule
Vessel unloading operations are anticipated to commence in July 2015. Marine
terminal operations would be dictated by vessel schedule, as well as tide and
current; therefore, unloading and loading operations would occur at any time, day
or night.
Similarly, storage terminal operations would rely on shipping and receiving from
third-party pipelines; therefore, the facility would coordinate its schedule with
these facilities, and would operate on a continuous basis.
2.5.9 Operations Workforce
The proposed project is estimated to create approximately 40 direct jobs
attributable to operations, which include jobs associated with Terminal and Rail
Transload Facility operations, maintenance, and inspection. Apart from the 40 full
time employees referenced above, it is expected that at least two full-time
terminal operators would be on-site at all times and that each operator would
work an 8- to 12-hour shift. When fully operational, a maximum of approximately
15 permanent terminal operators would be making trips to and from the facility
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each day. As previously mentioned, the project proponent intends to engage in a
Project Labor Agreement with the Contra Costa Building and Construction Trades
Council to use union workers in the completion of construction efforts required
for the project. Given the presence of multiple union halls in the local and
regional area, workers would most likely reside within 20 to 30 miles of the
project site (Feere, 2012). No additional full-time staff would be required for the
operation of the substation.
2.5.10 Electrical Load and Emergency Generators
The estimated average electrical energy usage for the project, including the
Terminal and Rail Transload Facility sites, would be approximately 14,753
kilowatt hours per day. In the event of a power failure, two 150 kilovolt-ampere
generators would be on-site to run critical systems. Generators would only be
operated during power failures, which are not expected to occur regularly, if at all.
2.6

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

CEQA requires that an EIR analyze the effects of a reasonable range of project
alternatives sufficient to permit informed decision making and public
participation. The EIR should focus on alternatives that eliminate or reduce
significant environmental impacts and that could attain basic project objectives.
The range of alternatives considered in an EIR typically includes “build”
alternatives that would involve taking some action or constructing facilities. In
addition, CEQA requires analysis of the effects of choosing not to implement a
project. This is referred to as the No Project Alternative.
2.6.1 Alternatives Development
To meet the project objectives, the City primarily looked at sites located within
the City’s boundary that contained existing idled infrastructure that could be
modernized and upgraded for the receiving and transferring of crude oil from
waterborne sources. Other potential sites in the greater San Francisco Bay area
were also considered by the proponent for the building of an entirely brand new
facility; however, no other locations were deemed reasonable or practicable with
adherence to the outlined project objectives (refer to Chapter 1.0: Introduction and
Project Goals and Objectives).No other sites located within the San Francisco Bay
area possess the unique qualities of the proposed project site; including, but not
limited to, a location adjacent to water deep enough to accommodate ocean going
oil tankers, a land mass large enough and with suitable geotechnical properties to
support a large amount of oil storage tanks, and a location within close proximity
to existing oil pipelines connected to existing local refineries. The existence of an
existing marine terminal and storage terminal at the proposed project location
makes this site truly unique. In addition, a brand new facility would most
certainly be associated with far greater temporary and permanent construction
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impacts than those associated with the modernization and reactivation of an
existing facility; and therefore, was eliminated from further consideration.
2.6.1.1 Alternatives Considered and Eliminated
Concord Naval Weapons Station
The Concord Naval Weapons Station (CNWS) is an inactive military base,
originally established in 1942, located north of the City of Concord at the shore of
the Sacramento River (where it widens into Suisun Bay.)While active, the CNWS
functioned as a World War II armament storage depot, supplying ships at Port
Chicago. The CNWS also supported war efforts during the Korean War, Vietnam
War, conflicts on behalf of governments in Central America, and the Gulf War,
processing and shipping thousands of tons of materiel across the Pacific Ocean.
While active, the station consisted of two areas: The inland area (approximately
5,030 acres), which is within the City of Concord, and the tidal area
(approximately 7,630 acres). Because of changes in military operations, by 1999,
most of the inland area was removed from active service. By this time, the CNWS
had a minimal contingent of military personnel and consisted mainly of empty
ammunition storage bunkers, empty warehouses, and disused support structures.
By 2007, the U.S. federal government announced that the inland area of the naval
station would be closed entirely. In 2008, control of the site had changed—the
inland area became a detachment of the Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach,
pending ultimate closure. The tidal area (currently active) was transferred to the
U.S. Army Surface Deployment and Distribution Command and is now known as
Military Ocean Terminal Concord.
The City of Concord, the federally designated Local Reuse Authority, is in the
process of formulating a Reuse Plan for the inland area that includes residential
and commercial development, while reserving approximately two-thirds for openspace and parks projects 12. If both the inland and tidal areas were made available
for purchase from the U.S. Army by WesPac and were deemed suitable for crude
oil storage infrastructure by the City of Concord, the CNWS would be an
alternative site worthy for consideration. This is because the CNWS contains two
existing marine berths located close to existing pipelines that connect to other San
Francisco Bay Area refineries, and appears to have open land where new storage
tanks could be constructed. This aside, the majority of the infrastructure
associated with this project, including all onshore storage terminal and pipeline
connection facilities, would need to be built.
In addition, in 1994, the CNWS was listed as a Superfund cleanup site, containing
32 contaminated areas, including contaminants such as zinc, copper, lead,
cadmium, and arsenic, as well as semi-volatile organic compounds and
12

The Reuse Plan is subject to approval by the U.S. Navy.
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organochlorine pesticides. These existing hazardous substances have been
identified as a significant concern for local populations of the endangered salt
marsh harvest mouse (Reithrodontomys raviventris) and the California clapper
rail (Rallus longirostris obsoletus). While environmental remediation is underway
at the CNWS, including the removal and/or capping of hazardous soils to prevent
the spread of contaminants, the timeframe for cleanup of contaminated areas is
unknown.
While the CNWS has some existing infrastructure associated with the proposed
marine terminal, these facilities are owned by the United States Army and it is not
believed that the proponent can reasonably acquire or have access to these
facilities for many years, if ever. Without access to the marine terminal, the
project would not be feasible, and would not meet the basic goals and objectives,
as outlined in Chapter 1.0: Introduction and Project Goals and Objectives. As
previously mentioned, the City of Concord is currently in the midst of formulating
a Reuse Plan for the inland area, and likewise, it is highly unlikely that this area
would be made available for an oil storage facility for many years, if ever. In
addition, the need to construct on a Superfund cleanup site, where there are
known endangered species, suggests that the impacts associated with this
alternative from potential hazards and hazardous materials to the community and
local and regional biological resources would be much more substantial than
those associated with the proposed project. Therefore, this alternative was
eliminated from further consideration.
Docks and Storage Tanks at Existing Refineries
San Francisco Bay Area refineries typically have their own marine terminal and
storage tanks for receiving and storing petroleum products. However, according to
the California Energy Commission and the Western States Petroleum Association,
these facilities are currently at or near capacity, resulting in a need for additional
marine terminal and storage capacity infrastructure. Individually, no refineries
within the San Francisco Bay Area have enough extra marine traffic capacity to
justify constructing an additional marine terminal. But collectively, there is
enough demand to justify the addition of a new marine terminal, as proposed in
this project. There are also existing environmental constraints such as land use,
water quality, biological resources, and geology, which inhibit refiners’ ability to
construct new docks.
While existing San Francisco Bay Area refineries may be able to build additional
storage tanks on their existing land, such land must be located close to the marine
terminal to allow rapid unloading of the vessels and transport to storage tanks, and
the availability of land close to offshore facilities is limited. Marine vessels need
to be unloaded rapidly (generally within 24 hours) to avoid additional charges
called demurrage. The refinery pipelines are not large enough to handle the high
flow rates needed to offload the ships in the required time, unlike those proposed
to be used in this project. Therefore, a new larger-diameter pipeline would need to
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be constructed. This alternative would have additional environmental impacts to
those of the proposed project. Because it is neither practical nor feasible to expect
local refineries to have the means or available land to build an additional marine
terminal and associated storage tanks, this alternative was removed from further
consideration.
2.6.1.2 Alternatives Considered
Following is a list of the alternatives considered and analyzed in this EIR.
•
•

Alternative 1: Reduced Onshore Storage Capacity
Alternative 2: No Project

2.6.2 Alternatives Analysis
2.6.2.1 Alternative 1: Reduced Onshore Storage Capacity
This alternative addresses the lack of storage and receiving capacity for crude oil
in the San Francisco Bay Area in a similar, but reduced, effort by modernizing
and reactivating a portion of the existing storage facilities at the NRG Pittsburg
Generating Station. Similar to the proposed project, the Terminal would be
designed to receive crude oil from marine vessels, trains and pipelines; transfer
the oil to existing storage facilities via existing and new onshore storage terminal
pipelines, store the oil in the existing and new storage tanks, and transfer oil
products to nearby refineries via new and existing pipelines. Alternative 1,
however, would only involve the modernization and reactivation of the existing
storage tanks within the South Tank Farm (see Figure 2-20: Reduced Onshore
Storage Capacity Alternative). The tanks within the East Tank Farm would be left
in their existing status (maintained at conditions similar to those currently
displayed 13.) Similar to the proposed project, for this alternative all products at the
facility would be handled by ship, barge, rail, or pipeline.
Under Alternative 1, the Terminal would be able to sustain approximately 82
percent capacity as compared to the proposed project, with a total throughput of
approximately 72,406,000 BBLs of crude oil or partially refined crude oil per
year.
Without the use of storage tanks within the East Tank Farm, the Terminal would
be reduced in size to approximately 100 acres of land and would still lease
approximately 39 acres of submerged tidelands from the City of Pittsburg. The
13

Alternative 1 would exclude the usage of storage tanks within the East Tank Farm, but exact
boundaries for the Terminal (and associated land ownership rights) have not been determined.
For the purposes of discussion, it has been assumed that the current owner, NRG, would
maintain existing levels of required maintenance to existing infrastructure; however, should
such facilities be transferred over to new ownership, the new owner would be required to
maintain infrastructure in accordance with local, state, and federal regulations.
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Terminal and Rail Transload Facility would be located at the same site as the
proposed project; however, under this alternative, single-family residences
adjacent to the East Tank Farm (located along Linda Vista Avenue) would now
have an approximately 500-foot buffer between any actively used infrastructure
and the residences. Access to the site would be the same as for the proposed
project, via West 10th Street.
Project Components and Construction
Under Alternative 1, the marine terminal and pipeline connection components and
associated construction would be identical to those described for the proposed
project. The sole difference between this alternative and the proposed project is
that the onshore storage terminal component would be reduced by approximately
25 acres, and the Terminal boundary would not include existing Tanks 1 through
6, located within the East Tank Farm (see Figure 2-20). Tanks 1 through 6 and
associated tank infrastructure would be left idle and maintained to the standards at
which they are currently upheld. The South Tank Farm and infrastructure within
this portion of the Terminal would be upgraded and modernized as described for
the proposed project, including Tanks 8 through 17, the stormwater retention
basin, pipeline pump station, and pumps.
To maintain a transfer of crude oil product from the marine terminal to the South
Tank Farm, some components within the East Tank Farm would still require
upgrade, repair and/or replacement, or installation, including: Onshore storage
terminal crude oil pipelines and associated pumps, thermal oxidizer, office and
control building, warehouse building, electrical buildings, repurposed stormwater
collection pond, OWS (and associated water pipelines and pumps), and plumbing
and gas connection pipelines. Construction and operations associated with these
components would be the same as for the proposed project.
The tank fire-protection system would be installed as described for the proposed
project throughout the South Tank Farm; however, within the East Tank Farm
underground fire-water pipelines and aboveground hydrants, monitors, and
isolation valves would be limited to areas near the onshore storage terminal
pipelines and utilized infrastructure only (and would not be needed around
Tanks 1 through 6).
Operations and Maintenance
Operations and maintenance for the Terminal and Rail Transload Facility would
be similar to what is described for the proposed project. In addition, facility
equipment controls and the workforce associated with operations would be
roughly the same. The only significant difference in operations and maintenance
practices between the proposed project and Alternative 1 is an anticipated reduced
capacity sustained by the Terminal, resulting from the reduced storage capacity
within the storage terminal.
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Similar to the proposed project, only a single vessel at a time can be
accommodated at the main berth; therefore, only one vessel would unload or load
at the marine terminal at one time. As the marine terminal would be designed
identical to the proposed project, it would be able to sustain the same range of
vessel sizes. However, because there would be less storage capacity, it is
anticipated that fewer vessels would be unloaded per year. In other words, the
turnover rate of crude oil at the Terminal would operate at roughly the same
speed. Under Alternative 1, the maximum number of vessels at the marine
terminal would be approximately 15 tank vessels per month (which would equate
to approximately 158,000 BBLs per day – assuming all vessels are Aframax or
Panamax).The marine terminal would be anticipated to receive up to 180
unloading/loading events per year. As with the proposed project, most of the
vessels are expected to be Panamax or Medium Range size, with up to one
Aframax and one or two barges per month.
Operations and maintenance associated with the rest of the facility, including the
storage terminal (within the South Tank Farm only), pipeline connection
alignment, and Rail Transload Facility would be the same as for the proposed
project.
2.6.2.2 Alternative 2: No Project
Under Alternative 2, existing facilities would remain at the project site and
proposed construction associated with the modernization and reactivation of the
current facilities and subsequent operation would not occur. Alternative 2
considers the allowable and reasonably foreseeable use of the proposed project
site, which is to remain as an inactive, idled marine and storage terminal
(maintained in caretaker status), and existing structures would not be used for any
purpose. No construction or operations would take place. No other allowable or
reasonably foreseeable uses have been proposed for the proposed project site.
For analysis purposes, under Alternative 2 a portion of the increasing demand for
crude oil imports is assumed to be accommodated at existing liquid bulk terminals
to the extent feasible according to their remaining capacities. Although additional
demand for oil in excess of the capacity of existing marine terminals to receive it
may come in by rail, barge, or other means, rather than speculate about the
specific method by which more crude oil or refined products would enter northern
California, for analysis purposes, the impact assessment for Alternative 2 in this
EIR is based on marine deliveries only up to the available capacity of existing
crude oil berths.
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ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS

Environmental commitments are protective measures that are included within the
proposed project design and operations. Upon project approval, these measures
would be carried out by the project proponent to reduce or avoid adverse effects
that could result from project construction or operation. Many of the measures
reflect federal, state and local regulatory requirements applicable to the project
(e.g., regulations regarding the use, handling, storage, transport and disposal of
hazardous materials). These measures are proposed by the project itself, and thus
are distinct from mitigation measures added to the project in this EIR. The
following sections describe the project’s environmental commitments adopted for
the proposed project. These commitments include BMPs, and would be
incorporated in construction documents (plans and permit specifications) prepared
for the project. The commitments described below apply to both the proposed
project and Alternative 1.
2.7.1 Aesthetics
Environmental Commitment Aesthetics (AE)-1: In accordance with PMC
18.82.030, lighting fixtures shall be located and designed to avoid casting light or
glare toward off-site locations. If necessary, lights shall be provided with shields
to reduce glare

Environmental Commitment AE-2: In accordance with PMC 18.54.130,
additional trees shall be planted along the storage terminal property line just south
of the East Tank Farm, and along the northern and southern boundaries of the Rail
Transload Facility property line.
Environmental Commitment AE-3: In accordance with PMC 18.54.115, an
additional 2.5 acres of vegetative landscaping shall be planted on the Terminal
project site.
2.7.2 Air Quality
Environmental Commitment Air Quality (AQ)-1: Construction operations
shall be performed using BMPs for the control of fugitive dust, as established in
the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (2011), including:
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•

Exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles [unless
covered], graded areas, and unpaved access roads) shall be watered two times
per day, or as necessary.

•

Haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off-site shall be
covered.

•

Tires of haul trucks shall be washed prior to exiting the site, as needed.
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•

The entrance/exit points to the site, if unpaved, shall be stabilized (e.g.,
installation of base rock).

•

Visible mud or dirt tracked-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed
using wet power vacuum street sweepers at least once per day or as necessary.

•

All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 miles per hour.

•

Grading operations shall be sequenced to minimize duration of exposed areas.

•

Roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be completed as soon
as possible, and building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after grading
unless seeding or soil binders are used.

•

Vehicle idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off
when not in use and/or reducing the maximum idling time to 5 minutes.

•

Construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance
with manufacturer’s specifications.

•

A publicly visible sign shall be posted, with the telephone number and person
to contact regarding dust complaints. This person shall respond within 48
hours and take corrective action as appropriate. The BAAQMD’s phone
number shall be visible to ensure compliance with applicable regulations.

2.7.3 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Environmental Commitment Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GG)-1: The
BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (2011) BMPs to reduce GHG emissions during
construction shall be incorporated to the maximum extent practicable. These
BMPs may include: using alternative fueled construction vehicles/equipment of at
least 15 percent of the fleet; using local building materials of at least 10 percent;
and recycling or reusing at least 50 percent of construction waste.
2.7.4 Aquatic Resources
Environmental Commitment Aquatic Resources (AR)-1: BMPs shall be
employed during dredging to minimize the consequences of dredging and disposal
on water quality. BMPs shall be determined by the Dredged Material
Management Office as conditions of the dredging permit. They may include but
are not limited to:
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•

Reduce the velocity of the ascending loaded bucket through the water
column. The majority of the sediment resuspension for a clamshell dredge
occurs when the bucket hits the substrate bottom. Slowing the bucket’s
descent reduces the amount of sediment resuspended; however, it also reduces
the volume of sediment that is picked up.

•

Eliminate multiple bites. The bucket loses sediment as it is opened and
closed multiple times to get a bigger bite.

•

Eliminate bottom stockpiling. Similar to taking multiple bites, stockpiling
silty sediments on the water bottom promotes sediment resuspension.

Environmental Commitment AR-2: The steel piles shall be cut 3 feet below the
midline and removed by direct pull in an effort to suspend only small amounts of
sediment.
Environmental Commitment AR-3: Steel piles shall be driven by vibratory
hammers to the extent practicable.
Environmental Commitment AR-4: To manage future maintenance dredging
and disposal in an environmentally sound manner, WesPac shall obtain coverage
under the provisions of the Long-term Management Strategy for the Placement of
Dredged Material in the San Francisco Bay Region Management Plan (2001), for
biannual maintenance dredging of an approximate 8-acre area within the proposed
dredging area (refer to Figure 2-15).
Environmental Commitment AR-5: A SPCC Plan shall be prepared and
implemented to avoid and minimize the impact of minor spills during
construction and operations. This SPCC Plan shall include provisions to prevent
and control potential releases that could impact biological resources.
2.7.5 Terrestrial Resources
Environmental Commitment Terrestrial Resources (TR)-1: Construction
activities shall be conducted in order to avoid and minimize impacts on specialstatus species, including timing those project activities that could affect specialstatus species to coincide with times when special-status species are likely to be
absent, using work-exclusion areas, and confining work activities to previously
disturbed and developed areas.
Environmental Commitment TR-2: The project proponent shall seek coverage
for covered activities under the terms of the East Contra Costa County Habitat
Conservation Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan (ECCC HCP/NCCP).
An application form and Planning Survey Report (PSR) shall be submitted to the
City of Pittsburg for review and approval, in order to comply with and receive
permit coverage under the ECCC HCP/NCCP.
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Environmental Commitment TR-3: The project proponent shall comply with all
relevant minimization measures as determined necessary in the final approved
PSR, to reduce impacts to covered species under the ECCC HCP/NCCP.
Environmental Commitment TR-4: Construction at the storage terminal and for
the proposed pipeline connection to the existing KLM Pipeline and the Rail
Pipeline shall be designed to avoid impacts to wetlands and waters of the United
States.
Environmental Commitment TR-5: All stormwater from the facility shall be
ultimately collected into the existing stormwater retention basin situated along the
north end of the South Tank Farm for discharge into Willow Creek. Provisions to
ensure that contaminated water is treated prior to release include visual
inspection, use of an oil-water separator, and laboratory testing, as necessary.
Water can only be discharged into Willow Creek by manual activation of a pump.
When not actively pumping, the valve between the basin and the creek shall
remain closed, ensuring that the contents of the basin cannot accidentally flow
into the creek.
Environmental Commitment TR-6: The parking lot associated with the office
and control building shall be constructed with a permeable surface to reduce
stormwater runoff.
Environmental Commitment TR-7: As described in Conservation Measure
1.10, Maintain Hydrologic Conditions and Minimize Erosion, the project would:
•

Develop stormwater treatment controls such as detention basins sized, at a
minimum, to treat runoff in accordance with the criteria provided in Provision
C.3.

•

Implement a verification program for treatment controls to ensure that all
installed controls are appropriately operated and maintained.

•

Control peak runoff flows and volumes by creating and implementing a
Hydrography Modification Management Plan.

•

Provide compensatory mitigation to the City where meeting Provision
requirements is physically impractical.

•

Limit the use of stormwater controls that function primarily as infiltration
devices to protect groundwater quality and local stream hydrograph.

Environmental Commitment TR-8: Any aboveground power lines shall be
constructed in accordance with PG&E bird-safe standards as defined in their
Avian Protection Plan.
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2.7.6 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity
Environmental Commitment Geology, Soils, and Seismicity (GSS)-1: BMPs
shall be incorporated into the SWPPP for construction and excavation operations
to minimize on-site soil erosion and off-site sedimentation.
Environmental Commitment GSS-2: Prior to operation of the San Pablo Bay
Pipeline, the mitigation measures outlined in the Final Mitigated Negative
Declaration for PG&E’s Richmond-to-Pittsburg Pipeline Divestiture (PG&E,
2005) will be required to be performed by the pipeline owner. These mitigations
include an evaluation of the historical effect of tectonic creep on the pipeline, as
well as an overall pipeline inspection, as required by the California Public
Utilities Commission. If it is determined, based on this evaluation, that the
pipeline would be unable to withstand a major seismic event or further tectonic
creep, necessary repairs or modifications will be required to be undertaken.
During pipeline operation, the pipeline operator will be required to performed
inspections on a regular basis in accordance with United States Code of Federal
Regulations, Title 49, Section 195, which governs transportation of hazardous
liquids by pipeline, and findings of the inspections will be required to be reported
to the State Fire Marshall.
2.7.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Environmental Commitment Hazards and Hazardous Materials (HM)-1:
BMPs shall be incorporated into the construction SWPPP to limit the potential for
hazardous materials exposure via stormwater for workers, the public, and the
environment, as described in Environmental Commitment WR-1.
Environmental Commitment HM-2: The project shall comply with CCR, Title
22, Division 4.5, which includes specific requirements for identifying,
accumulating, and managing hazardous wastes on-site, transport of hazardous
wastes off-site, and treatment and disposal of hazardous wastes at properly
designed and permitted facilities.
Environmental Commitment HM-3: The project shall comply with California
OSHA standards for worker safety in the handling and use of hazardous materials
and hazardous wastes (8 CCR Section 337-340). These include (1) employer
requirements to monitor work exposure to hazardous substances and notify
workers of exposure to hazardous substances; (2) employee training; (3)
availability of safety equipment; (4) accident-prevention programs; (5) hazardous
substances exposure warnings; and (6) the requirement of an Injury and Illness
Prevention Plan (8 CCR 3203), which shall specify protective clothing and gear to
be used during task-specific activities.
Environmental Commitment HM-4: The project shall comply with the SPCC
Plan requirements of 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 112. These
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regulations are designed, in part, to ensure that petroleum products are properly
contained to minimize the potential for a release of oil to surface waters.
Environmental Commitment HM-5: The project shall comply with CCR Title
19, Division 2, Chapter 4, Article 4, which requires that a HMBP be prepared and
followed for project construction. The HMBP shall include, at a minimum: (1) an
inventory of hazardous materials present and their characteristics; (2)
requirements for employee training, inspections, and release preparedness; and (3)
site maps designed for emergency response planning, and other measures.
Environmental Commitment HM-6: The project shall comply with the federal
Hazardous Materials Transportation Law (49 USC 5101-5127), which contains
requirements for hazardous materials classification, hazard communication,
packaging, operational rules, training, security, and registration.
Environmental Commitment HM-7: Prior to construction activities, the site
shall be surveyed to assess predictable hazards to employees and the kind, and
extent, of safeguards necessary to execute the work in a safe manner (8 CCR
1511). In situations where employees are subject to known job-site hazards (e.g.,
flammable liquids and gases, toxic materials, confined spaces), they shall be
instructed in the recognition of the hazard, procedures to protect themselves from
injury, and first aid procedures in the event of an injury (8 CCR 1510).
Environmental Commitment HM-8: In addition to regulatory requirements, the
project shall prepare a Soil Management Plan, for review by the City and the
Certified Unified Program Agency, prior to construction. The Soil Management
Plan shall identify procedures for identifying and handling impacted soils in
excavations, in accordance with applicable laws and regulations.
Environmental Commitment HM-9: During upgrades or removal of ACMs,
handling and disposal shall be in accordance with California OSHA regulations,
and pre-existing signage warning of ACMs shall remain on-site during and after
construction (29 CFR 1926.1101 and 8 CCR 1529). Protective measures shall
include, but not be limited to: (1) training; (2) oversight by a competent
individual; and (3) personal protective equipment such as respirators and special
clothing for workers. Engineering controls could include: (1) enclosure or
isolation of work-producing asbestos dust; (2) ventilation equipped with HEPA
filters; and (3) negative-pressure enclosure systems such as glove bag systems,
wet removal, and use of leak-tight containers.
Environmental Commitment HM-10: In accordance with 8 CCR 1532.1, which
governs safe construction practices in the presence of lead-containing materials,
protective measures shall be required, which include, but are not limited to: (1)
training, (2) personal protective equipment such as respirators and special
clothing for workers, and (3) required engineering controls and work practices to
limit exposure to a safe level.
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Environmental Commitment HM-11: The project shall fund the installation of a
siren to be integrated into the Community Warning System (CWS) at an onsite or
nearby location acceptable the Contra Costa County Fire Protection District and
the Contra Costa Sheriff’s Department to alert the public in the event of an
imminent hazard to public health. The CWS, operated by the Contra Costa
County Sheriff’s Department, is an early warning system in place to notify the
community of an industrial hazardous material release.
Environmental Commitment HM-12: The project shall comply with 40 CFR
112, which requires that a Fire Response Plan (FRP) be prepared and
implemented. The FRP shall ensure that response resources and preparation for
the worst-case spill are in place, including evidence of a contract with an oil spill
response organization.
Environmental Commitment HM-13: Prior to operation of the San Pablo Bay
Pipeline and the KLM Pipeline connection, a written plan describing the process
to be used to demonstrate the integrity of the pipelines shall be submitted to the
State Fire Marshall for review and approval. An inspection of the pipeline and
pipeline records shall be conducted by the State Fire Marshall to determine
compliance with state and federal pipeline regulations.
Environmental Commitment HM-14: Project pipeline operations shall be in
accordance with California Government Code Chapter 5.5 and DOT Title 49 CFR
Part 195 regulations, which call for regular integrity testing, training, corrosion
control, qualifications of pipeline personnel, and other measures to minimize the
potential for a release from pipelines, and recordkeeping and reporting to ensure
compliance.
Environmental Commitment HM-15: In accordance with 49 CFR, Part
195.402, a manual of written procedures for providing safety during storage
terminal and marine terminal pipeline maintenance and normal operations,
abnormal operations, and emergencies shall be prepared and followed.
Environmental Commitment HM-16: In accordance with 49 CFR 194, the
operator of the San Pablo Bay Pipeline shall prepare, implement, and maintain a
Response Plan for an Onshore Oil Pipeline. The Response Plan shall include
procedures and a list of resources responding, to the maximum extent practicable,
to a worst-case discharge and to a substantial threat. The Response Plan shall
identify environmentally and economically sensitive areas and address spill
detection and mitigation procedures. Additionally, the plan shall detail
notification procedures, establish provisions to ensure the protection of safety at
the response site, identify training and equipment-testing procedures, and contain
a drill program.
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Environmental Commitment HM-17: Pursuant to the California Pipeline Safety
Act, the project shall be required to provide each fire department with fire
suppression responsibilities a map showing the locations of each pipeline, a
description of all products being transported within the pipeline, and a
contingency plan for pipeline emergencies, for use by the California State Fire
Marshal in the event of an emergency.
Environmental Commitment HM-18: The project shall participate in the Contra
Costa County Community Awareness & Emergency Response organization to
facilitate emergency response planning within the community.
2.7.8 Public Services and Utilities
Environmental Commitment Public Services and Utilities (PSU)-1: A Health
and Safety Plan shall be developed for project construction and shall include a
Fire Hazard Management Plan. Standard BMPs shall be included in the Fire
Hazard Management Plan, including issuance of hot work permits prior to work
such as grinding, welding, or torch cutting; using safety fire watches as required
by the OSHA; and ensuring that all contractors wear the minimum required
personal protective equipment.
Environmental Commitment PSU-2: Trash containers, including containers for
disposal of recyclable material, shall be provided for daily refuse generated by
construction workers.
Environmental Commitment PSU-3: The design plans for the KLM Pipeline
connection and the Rail Pipeline shall address setbacks from parallel existing
pipelines and crossing of existing pipelines.
Environmental Commitment PSU-4: Underground Service Alert (USA) shall
be notified at least 14 days before initiating underground utility construction
activities to help workers avoid impacts to other underground facilities during
digging or trenching activities.
Environmental Commitment PSU-5: Prior to subsurface work, a geophysical
utility survey shall be conducted to identify subsurface features that may not have
been identified by USA.
Environmental Commitment PSU-6: Existing underground utilities shall be
visibly marked.
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2.7.9 Land Use and Recreation
Environmental Commitment Land Use and Recreation (LUR)-1: Before
construction or dredging begins, the construction/dredging company shall inform
the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) of the type and placement of vessels, and schedule,
and the USCG shall disseminate this information to mariners using the Local
Notice to Mariners process.
2.7.10 Noise and Vibration
Environmental Commitment Noise and Vibration (NV)-1: Construction work
hours and days shall be limited in accordance with applicable policies of the City
of Pittsburg General Plan Noise Element and Pittsburg Municipal Code Noise
Ordinance.
Environmental Commitment NV-2: Truck traffic during construction shall use
appropriate truck routes during the times required in the City of Pittsburg General
Plan Noise Element and Pittsburg Municipal Code Noise Ordinance.
2.7.11 Land Transportation
Environmental Commitment Land Transportation (LT)-1: All deliveries of
hazardous materials shall follow the City-designated truck route.
Environmental Commitment LT-2: In accordance with California Vehicle Code
Section 35780, a Single Trip Transportation Permit shall be obtained to transport
oversized or excessive loads over State highways.
Environmental Commitment LT-3: In accordance with California Streets and
Highway Code, Division 2 Chapter 5.5 Sections 1460-1470, an encroachment
permit shall be obtained prior to conducting work in a roadway.
Environmental Commitment LT-5: A Traffic Management Plan shall be filed
with the City of Pittsburg as part of the encroachment permit approval process.
Environmental Commitment LT-6: The construction contractor for the pipeline
shall prepare a construction Traffic Control Plan and implementation program to
address timing of heavy equipment and building materials deliveries, signage,
lighting, and the establishment of delivery/work hours outside of peak traffic
periods.
Environmental Commitment LT-6: In accordance with California Streets and
Highway Code, Division 2 Chapter 5.5 Sections 1460-1470, an encroachment
permit shall be obtained prior to conducting work in a roadway.
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2.7.12 Marine Transportation and Marine Terminal Operations
Environmental Commitment Marine Transportation and Marine Terminal
Operations (MT)-1: Before construction or dredging begins, the USCG shall be
informed of the type and placement of vessels in the bay, and schedule. The
USCG shall disseminate this information to mariners, using the Local Notice to
Mariners (LNM) process. The LNM is the primary means for disseminating
information concerning aids to navigation, hazards to navigation, and other items
of information of interest to mariners (refer to Environmental Commitment
LUR-1).
Environmental Commitment MT-2: Construction vessels shall be marked and
have lighting in accordance with USCG regulations.
Environmental Commitment MT-3: Lubricants and solvents stored on
construction-related vessels shall be in approved containers.
Environmental Commitment MT-4: Refueling shall take place at approved
dockside facilities to avoid fuel spills, when feasible.
2.7.13 Water Resources
Environmental Commitment Water Resources (WR)-1: Runoff of sediment
and contaminants during construction activities shall be minimized through
compliance with the State General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water
Associated with Construction Activity (Water Quality Order 2009-0009-DWQ)
and a project-specific SWPPP, which would be subject to review and approval by
the City of Pittsburg Engineering Department. The SWPPP may include such
BMP provisions as:
•

implementation of hazardous or contaminated soil-handling procedures such
as placing materials into lined bins and covering soils with plastic sheeting;

•

designation of parking and fueling areas;

•

deploying applicable sediment and runoff-control measures such as wattle;

•

minimizing new land disturbance during the rainy season, and avoiding
disturbance of sensitive areas (e.g., natural watercourses) where site
improvements would not be constructed;

•

providing temporary stabilization of disturbed soils whenever active
construction is not occurring on a portion of the site;

•

delineating a site perimeter to prevent disturbing areas outside the project
limits;
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•

implementing handling and storage procedures for water generated during
construction dewatering;

•

implementing hazardous materials storage, containment, and control measures
such as secondary containment berms; and

•

diverting upstream run-on safely around or through the construction project.

Environmental Commitment WR-2: Groundwater from dewatering operations
shall be transferred into water storage tanks and profiled for proper disposal,
potentially to the City of Pittsburg or the Delta Diablo Sanitation District, under a
batch or temporary permit. Water used for hydrotesting of pipes and tanks shall be
similarly disposed.
Environmental Commitment WR-3: The USA or a similar service shall be
contacted to help workers avoid impacts to known underground facilities during
digging or trenching activities.
Environmental Commitment WR-4: A geophysical survey shall be performed
prior to subsurface work to identify other operational subsurface structures and
pipelines that may have been installed historically at the site.
Environmental Commitment WR-5: The safety of site personnel during a
potential flood shall be addressed through site-specific flood safety protocols,
which shall be detailed in the FRP (refer to Environmental Commitment HW-15
above).
Environmental Commitment WR-6: Permeable asphalt for the proposed office
and control building parking lot area shall be used in order to decrease runoff,
promote infiltration, reduce pollution carried to storm drains or waterways, and
aid with reducing peak runoff velocity and volume (refer to Environmental
Commitment TR-6).
Environmental Commitment WR-7: A site-specific Stormwater Management
Plan shall be prepared and maintained. The Stormwater Management Plan shall
include structural and non-structural controls, including visual inspection of
stormwater prior to discharge, stormwater BMPs as discussed in WR-1 above,
and routine monitoring and water testing procedures to ensure that pollutants are
not present in stormwater discharged from the facility.
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4.0 AIR QUALITY

Emissions from construction and operation of the proposed project and
alternatives could affect air quality and result in a health risk to sensitive receptors
in the immediate project area and surrounding region. This chapter describes the
current environmental setting surrounding the proposed project and alternatives
areas, predicts potential air quality-related significant impacts of the proposed
project and alternative areas, and describes mitigation measures to be
implemented as part of the proposed project that would reduce those significant
impacts. Related discussion is presented in Chapter 5.0: Greenhouse Gas
Emissions.
Guidelines and key sources of data used in the preparation of this chapter include:
•

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (BAAQMD, 2011b and
BAAQMD, 2012)

•

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Proposal to Designate an
Emission Control Area for Nitrogen Oxides, Sulfur Oxides and Particulate
Matter, Technical Support Document, Chapter 2: Emission, EPA-420-R-09007 (EPA, 2009)

•

EPA, AP-42 Chapter 1: External Combustion (EPA, 2010b)

•

California Air Resources Board (CARB), Emissions Estimation Methodology
for Commercial Harbor Craft Operating in California, Appendix C (CARB,
2007a)

•

EPA TANKS modeling software (version 4.0.9d) (EPA, 2006b)

•

EPA AERMOD modeling software was used to calculate air dispersion;
analysis was performed per the BAAQMD’s Recommended Methods for
Screening and Modeling Risks and Hazards (EPA, 2006a)

•

Outputs from AERMOD were input into the CARB’s Hotspots Analysis and
Reporting Program (HARP) modeling to determine criteria pollutant
concentrations and to perform health risk calculations (CARB, 2009)
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•

Existing pollutant concentrations were obtained from BAAQMD-operated air
quality monitoring stations

•

California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) (version 2011.1)

4.1

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

4.1.1 Regulatory Context
This section describes the regulatory agencies governing air quality and
emissions, and specifies how regulations may relate to the proposed project. The
Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1970 and its subsequent amendments established
both air quality regulations and the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS). At the same time, enforcement of these standards was delegated to the
states. In the State of California, the CARB is responsible for enforcing air quality
standards and pollution regulations. The CARB has, in turn, delegated the specific
responsibility of regulating stationary emission sources to local air agencies. In
the San Francisco Bay Area air basin, the local air agency is the BAAQMD. The
following is a summary of the key federal, State, and local air quality rules,
policies, and agreements that may apply to the project and its related activities.
4.1.1.1 Federal Regulations
Federal Clean Air Act
The CAA and its subsequent amendments form the basis for the national air
pollution control effort. Basic CAA elements include the NAAQS for major air
pollutants, hazardous air pollutant standards, attainment plans, motor vehicle
emission standards, stationary source emission standards and permits, acid rain
control measures, stratospheric ozone protection, and enforcement provisions.
While the EPA is responsible for establishing and implementing most of the
CAA, including setting up and reviewing the NAAQS and judging the adequacy
of State Implementation Plans (SIPs), they have delegated the authority to
implement many federal programs to the states. However, they purposefully
retained an oversight role to ensure implementation.
The provisions of the CAA that may be relevant to this project are listed below,
with discussion following:
•
•
•
•
•

July 2013
4.0-2

Air Quality Control Regions (AQCR)
NAAQS
General Conformity de Minimis Thresholds
Prevention of Significant Deterioration Requirements (PSD)
New Source Review (NSR)

WesPac Pittsburg Energy Infrastructure Project
Recirculated Draft EIR

Comment Letter B6
City of Pittsburg

4.0 Air Quality

•
•
•

New Source Performance Standards (NSPS)
National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs)
Title V Operating Permits

Air Quality Control Regions
Because air pollution is not limited to political or state boundaries, the CAA
established AQCR to divide the country into regional air basins. Interstate or
intrastate AQCR are designated by the EPA for the attainment and maintenance of
NAAQS. The project site is located in northeastern Contra Costa County
(County), belonging to the San Francisco Bay Area Intrastate AQCR (Title 40
Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 81.21).
National Ambient Air Quality Standards
The EPA established NAAQS in 40 CFR Part 50. NAAQS initially included both
primary and secondary standards for six principal pollutants, called “criteria”
pollutants. This term is derived from the comprehensive health and damage
effects review that culminates in the pollutant-specific air quality criteria
documents that precede the determination of the standards. The initial six criteria
pollutants were ozone (O 3 ), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO 2 ),
sulfur dioxide (SO 2 ), particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in diameter
(PM 10 ), and lead. In 1997, particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in
diameter (PM 2.5 ) was added to the list.
The primary standards of NAAQS were established to protect public health,
including the health of “sensitive” populations, such as asthmatics, children, and
the elderly. Secondary standards were designed to protect public welfare,
including protection against decreased visibility, and damage to property and
natural ecosystems from air pollution.
The EPA, CARB, and local air pollution control districts determine air quality
“attainment” status by comparing local ambient air quality measurements
obtained from State or local ambient air monitoring stations with the NAAQS and
California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS). Those areas that meet
NAAQS and CAAQS are classified as “attainment” areas; areas that do not meet
these standards are classified as “nonattainment” areas. Depending on the extent
to which NAAQS and CAAQS are exceeded, different levels of nonattainment
may be assigned. Areas that have insufficient air quality data may be identified as
unclassifiable areas. These attainment designations are determined on a pollutantby-pollutant basis.
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General Conformity de Minimis Thresholds
Section 176(c) of the CAA states that a federal agency cannot support an activity
unless the agency determines it would conform to the most recent EPA-approved
SIP. This means that projects using federal funds or requiring federal approval
must not: (1) cause or contribute to any new violation of a NAAQS; (2) increase
the frequency or severity of any existing violation; or (3) delay the timely
attainment of any standard, interim emission reduction, or other milestone.
The General Conformity de Minimis Threshold (general conformity) regulations
apply to a federal action in a nonattainment or maintenance area if the total of
direct and indirect emissions of the relevant criteria pollutants and precursor
pollutants caused by the federal action equal or exceed certain de minimis rates.
Exceedance of certain de minimis rates require the federal agency to make a
determination of general conformity, a process which is discussed below. Even if
a federal action's emissions would be below de minimis rates, if this total
represents 10 percent or more of the nonattainment or maintenance area's total
emissions of that pollutant, the federal action is considered regionally significant
and the federal agency must make a determination of general conformity.
The general conformity regulations incorporate a stepwise process, beginning
with an applicability analysis. According to EPA guidance (EPA, 1994), before
any approval is given for a federal action to go forward, the regulating federal
agency must apply the applicability requirements found at 40 CFR 93 Section
153(b) to the federal action and/or determine the regional significance of the
federal action to evaluate whether, on a pollutant-by-pollutant basis, a
determination of general conformity is required. The guidance states that the
applicability analysis can be, but is not required to be, completed concurrently
with any analysis required under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
If the regulating federal agency determines that the general conformity regulations
do not apply to the federal action, no further analysis or documentation is
required. If the general conformity regulations do apply to the federal action, the
regulating federal agency must next conduct a conformity evaluation in
accordance with the criteria and procedures in the implementing regulations,
publish a draft determination of general conformity for public review, and then
publish the final determination of general conformity.
40 CFR 93 Section 153 defines de minimis levels, that is, the minimum threshold
for which a conformity determination must be performed for various criteria
pollutants in various areas. Table 4-1 summarizes the de minimis threshold levels
based upon an area’s attainment status of the NAAQS.
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Table 4-1: EPA General Conformity de Minimis Thresholds

Pollutant1

Ozone (VOC or
NO x )

Ozone (NO x )

Ozone (VOC)

CO, SO 2 and
NO 2
PM 10
Lead

Area Type

Tons per
Year

Serious nonattainment

50

Severe nonattainment

25

Extreme nonattainment

10

Other areas outside an ozone transport region

100

Marginal and moderate nonattainment inside an
ozone transport region

100

Maintenance

100

Marginal and moderate nonattainment inside an
ozone transport region

50

Maintenance within an ozone transport region

50

Maintenance outside an ozone transport region

100

All nonattainment and maintenance

100

Serious nonattainment

70

Moderate nonattainment and maintenance

100

All nonattainment and maintenance

25

Source: EPA, 40 CFR 93, Section 153.
1
Pollutants:
VOC = volatile organic compound
NO x = nitrogen oxide
CO =
carbon monoxide
SO 2 =
sulfur dioxide
NO 2 =
nitrogen dioxide
PM 10
particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in diameter
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Prevention of Significant Deterioration Requirements
The federal PSD preconstruction permit program has been established to prevent
deterioration of air quality in those areas that already meet NAAQS for one or
more criteria pollutants. The PSD program establishes allowable concentration
increases for attainment pollutants when new emission sources are classified as
major sources. The allowable concentration increases provide room for economic
growth while preserving existing air quality, protecting public health and welfare,
and protecting national parks and wilderness areas.
For a new emission source to be considered “major,” it must be listed under one
of the 28 PSD source categories and either emit or have the potential to emit 100
tons per year (or more) of any regulated pollutant. If the source, outside of the 28
PSD categories, has the potential to emit pollutants in amounts equal to or greater
than 250 tons per year, it may be considered a “major” source. Under this
program, the new construction or modification must use air pollution control
equipment and procedures determined to be the most effective for the project (i.e.,
Best Available Control Technology [BACT]). Usually the state or local
permitting agency determines BACT on a case-by-case basis. Further, under this
program, applicants must provide a detailed evaluation of the proposed project’s
air quality impact on the local and regional environment. This evaluation must
address air quality, visibility, soils, vegetation, and any specific air quality issues
that may apply in national parks or wilderness areas. Projects that do not exceed
the PSD thresholds are not subject to this regulation. In 2008, the EPA delegated
authority to BAAQMD to issue and modify PSD permits for most facilities in the
San Francisco Bay Area (Bay Area). The proposed facility would not be subject
to PSD.
New Source Review
NSR is a preconstruction permitting program established as part of the 1977 CAA
Amendments, and applies to new and modified major sources. It serves two
important purposes: (1) it ensures that air quality is not significantly degraded
from the addition of new and modified stationary sources; and (2) it ensures that
any large new or modified industrial source would be as clean as possible based
on the Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER) (known as BACT under
BAAQMD rules), and that advances in pollution control occur concurrently with
industrial expansion. Sources with emissions that exceed certain thresholds must
provide emissions data to assure that regional emissions do not increase as the
result of economic development. NSR permits are legal documents by which
facility owners/operators must abide. The permits specify what construction is
allowed, what emission limits must be met, and often how the emissions source
may be operated.
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New Source Performance Standards
NSPS, contained in 40 CFR Part 60, cover many different industrial source
categories. Enforcement of most NSPS has been delegated to local air districts,
and most NSPS are incorporated by reference into BAAQMD regulations.
In general, local emission limitation rules established to meet Best Available
Retrofit Control Technology (BARCT) requirements in California, under their
NSR requirements, are far more prescriptive than the NSPS requirements.
National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants
EPA is required to identify and list as “hazardous air pollutants” (HAPs) all air
pollutants not already identified as criteria pollutants that "may reasonably be
anticipated to result in an increase in mortality or an increase in serious
irreversible or incapacitating reversible illness." For each pollutant identified,
EPA was to then promulgate NESHAPs at levels that would ensure the protection
of the public health with an ample margin of safety and to prevent any significant
and adverse environmental effects, which may reasonably be anticipated, on
wildlife, aquatic life, or other natural resources. The current list of HAPs was
adopted as part of the 1990 CAA Amendments, and includes 188 compounds with
the majority being VOCs. Examples of HAPs include: benzene, which is found in
gasoline; perchlorethlyene, which is used at and emitted from some dry cleaning
facilities; and methylene chloride, which is used as a solvent and paint stripper by
a number of industries. Examples of other listed HAPs include dioxin, asbestos,
toluene, and metals, such as cadmium, mercury, chromium, and lead compounds.
Emission Standards for Non-Road Diesel Engines
To reduce emissions from off-road diesel equipment (e.g., construction-type
equipment), the EPA established a series of increasingly cleaner and more
stringent emission standards for new off-road diesel engines. Tier I standards
were phased in from 1996 to 2000 (years referenced are the years of engine
manufacture), depending on the engine horsepower (hp) category. Tier II
standards were phased in from 2001 to 2006; and Tier III standards were phased
in from 2006 to 2008. Tier IV standards, which allow add-on emission control
equipment to attain them, are being phased in from 2008 to 2015. Marine vessels
and locomotives are exempt from this regulation and are regulated as discussed
below.
Emission Standards for Marine Diesel Engines
The EPA has set marine diesel engine standards under Section 213 of the CAA,
which directs the agency to set emission standards for various classes or
categories of new non-road engines and vehicles. These standards are being
phased in over time. Table 4-2 provides a summary of marine engine categories.
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Table 4-2: Marine Engine Categories
Displacement per Cylinder (D)1
Category
Tier I - II

Tier III - IV

1

D < 5 dm3 and 3RZHU 50 hp

D < 7 dm3

2

5 dm3 'GP3

7 dm3 'GP3

3

'GP3

Source: DieselNet, 2011.
1
Units:
dm3 =
liters per cylinder displacement
hp =
Horsepower

In addition, to reduce emissions from marine diesel engines, the EPA established
emission standards for new engines according to engine categories (e.g.,
Categories 1, 2, and 3) and manufacture years, as discussed below.
Emission Standards – Category 1 and 2
Category 1 and Category 2 marine diesel engines typically range in size from
approximately 700 hp to 11,000 hp. These engines are used to provide propulsion
power on many kinds of vessels, including tugboats, pushboats, supply vessels,
and other commercial vessels in and around ports. Auxiliary engines on tanker
vessels are usually Category 1 and 2 marine diesel engines. The EPA Tier I
standards were phased in from 2004 to 2006 (years referenced are the years of
engine manufacture), and the Tier II standards were phased in from 2004 to 2007,
depending on the engine category and engine size. The engine-based Tier III
standards for Category 1 and 2 marine diesel engines are phasing in over 2009 to
2014, and the Tier IV standards, with an emphasis on the use of emission aftertreatment technology, would be phased in from 2014 to 2017.
Emission Standards - Category 3
Category 3 marine diesel engines are usually used on main propulsion engines on
larger cargo vessels, including oil tanker vessels. Tier I emission standards for
Category 3 marine diesel engines built in 2004 and later have been in effect since
2004. In 2010, EPA adopted more stringent Tier II and Tier III emission standards
for newly built Category 3 engines. The Tier II standards were applied to newly
built and rebuilt engines beginning in 2011, and they require more efficient use of
current engine technologies, such as engine timing, engine cooling, and advanced
electronic controls. The Tier III standards would apply to newly built and rebuilt
engines beginning in 2016 and would require the use of high-efficiency emission
control technology such as selective catalytic reduction to achieve NO x reductions
80 percent below the Tier I levels.
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Emission Standards for Locomotives
To reduce emissions from switch and line-haul locomotives, EPA established a
series of increasingly strict emission standards for new or remanufactured
locomotive engines. The standards have been adopted by the EPA in two
regulatory actions. In December 17, 1997, the EPA adopted the first emissions
regulation for railroad locomotives, requiring locomotive engines manufactured
or remanufactured from 1973 to 2001 to meet Tier 0 standards, 2002 to 2004 to
meet Tier I standards, and 2005 and later to meet Tier II standards (EPA, 1997).
Subsequently, in March 14, 2008, the EPA adopted more stringent emissions
regulation for railroad locomotives (EPA, 2008). The regulation sets new
emission standards for newly-built and remanufactured locomotive engines. The
standards for newly-built locomotive engines are implemented in two tiers: Tier
III standards took effect in 2012 and Tier IV standards take effect in 2015. The
regulation also sets new emissions standards for remanufactured Tiers 0, 1 and 2
locomotive engines, phasing in from 2008 to 2010.
Nonroad Diesel Fuel Rule
With this rule, EPA set sulfur limitations for nonroad diesel fuel, including
locomotives and marine vessels (though not for the marine residual fuel used by
very large engines on oceangoing vessels [OGVs]). For the proposed project, this
rule affects line-haul locomotives; the California Diesel Fuel Regulations
(described below) generally preempt this rule for other sources, such as switching
locomotives, construction equipment, and cargo-handling equipment. Under this
rule, the diesel fuel used by line-haul locomotives was limited to 500 ppm (low
sulfur diesel) starting June 1, 2007; and was further limited to 15 ppm starting
January 1, 2012 (EPA, 2004b).
International Maritime Organization Marine Pollution Annex VI
The International Maritime Organization (IMO) is the United Nations specialized
agency with responsibility for the safety and security of shipping and the
prevention of marine pollution by ships. The IMO Marine Pollution Annex VI
(Annex VI) was promulgated in May 2005. This Annex VI sets limits on oxides
of sulfur (SO x 1) and mono nitrogen oxides (NO x 2) emissions from ship exhausts
and prohibits deliberate emissions of ozone-depleting substances. Specifically, it
sets new international NO x emission limits on Category 3 (greater than 30 liters
per cylinder displacement) marine engines installed on new vessels retroactive to
the year 2000. For OGV main propulsion engines (less than 130 revolutions-perminute engine speed), the NO x limits are approximately 6 percent lower than the
average emissions from pre-Annex ships. Annex VI established tiered emissions
1

SOx is a common abbreviation for oxides of sulfur and is meant to encompass sulfur monoxide (SO), sulfur
dioxide (SO2), and sulfur trioxide (SO3) as well as less common oxygen and sulfur combinations. SOx is
used throughout this document; however, on occasion SO2 is used when a regulation or modeling software
specifically refers to this particular oxide of sulfur.
2
NOx is a common abbreviation for mono nitrogen oxides, such as nitric oxide (NO) and nitrogen dioxide
(NO2).
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standards for new engines with respect to NO x . Tier I engines (built before 2011)
must meet a 17 grams per kilowatt-hour (g/kW-hr) NO x limit. Tier II engines
(built in 2011-2015) must meet a NO x limit of 14 g/kW-hr; and Tier III engines
(built in 2016 or later) must meet a NO x limit of 3.4 g/kW-hr. It is anticipated that
NO x after-treatment would be required to meet the Tier III standard.
On March 26, 2010, the IMO officially designated waters off North American
coasts (out to 200 miles) as an Emission Control Area (ECA) in which stringent
international emission standards would apply to ships. The North American ECA
became effective in August 2012 with an initial fuel sulfur limit of 1.0 percent
(10,000 ppm). The fuel sulfur limit would decrease to 0.1 percent (1,000 ppm) in
2015. Consistent with the IMO fuel standards, the EPA also adopted a rule in
2009 for Category 3 marine engines and forbid the production and sale of fuel
with greater than 1,000 ppm for use in waters within a U.S. ECA by 2015.
Title V Operating Permits
Title V of the CAA requires the EPA to develop a federal operating permit
program that is implemented under 40 CFR 70. This program is administered by
BAAQMD under Regulation II, Rule 6. Permits must contain emission estimates
based on potential-to-emit, identification of all emission sources and controls, a
compliance plan, and a statement indicating each source’s compliance status. The
permits must also incorporate all applicable federal, state, or air quality control
district orders, rules, and regulations. For a new emission source to be considered
“major” under Title V it must have the potential to emit 100 tons per year (or
more) of any regulated pollutant or 10 tons per year or more of a single hazardous
air pollutant, or 25 tons per year or more of a combination of hazardous air
pollutants. Because the proposed facility is not expected to be considered a
“major” facility under Title V, it would not be subject to Title V permitting.
4.1.1.2 State Regulations
The CARB was created by the Mulford-Carrell Air Resources Act in 1968, before
NAAQS were established. The primary responsibilities of the CARB are to: (1)
develop, adopt, implement, and enforce the State’s motor vehicle pollution
control program; (2) administer and coordinate the State’s air pollution research
program; (3) adopt and update the CAAQS; (4) review the operations of the local
air pollution control districts; and (5) review and coordinate the SIPs for
achieving NAAQS.
The Federal CAA requires the EPA to set outdoor air quality standards for the
nation; however, it allows states to adopt additional or more protective air quality
standards if needed. There are considerable differences between state and federal
standards currently in effect in California. This is primarily due to the unique
meteorological problems in California and the differences of opinion from
medical panels established by CARB and EPA regarding pollutant levels that
July 2013
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protect susceptible members of the population from adverse health impacts with
an adequate degree of safety. Besides setting more protective state air quality
standards for the seven federally-regulated criteria pollutants, California has set
standards for some pollutants that are not addressed by federal regulations. These
pollutants include sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, and visibilityreducing particles. In addition to its more stringent ambient air quality standards,
California implements more stringent regulations than those of the federal
government for vehicle emissions, under various State programs administered by
CARB.
State Implementation Plan
In areas that do not attain a NAAQS, the federal CAA requires preparation of a
SIP, detailing how the State would attain the NAAQS within the federallymandated deadlines. In California, local districts adopt new rules to demonstrate
attainment mitigation measures to prevent potential significant impacts.
California Clean Air Act
The CAA of 1988 outlines a program to attain the CAAQS by the earliest
practical date. Because the CAAQS are more stringent than the NAAQS,
attainment of the CAAQS requires more emissions reductions than what would be
required to show attainment of the NAAQS. Similar to the federal system, the
State requirements and compliance dates are based upon the severity of the
ambient air quality standard violation within a region. In general, California air
districts, including BAAQMD, are required to adopt regulations imposing
BARCT requirements on most categories of stationary emissions sources.
California Diesel Fuel Regulation
The California Diesel Fuel Regulation, set by the CARB, limits sulfur for diesel
fuel sold in California for use in on-road and off-road motor vehicles. Under this
regulation, diesel fuel used in motor vehicles, except harbor craft and intrastate
locomotives, has been limited to 500 ppm sulfur since 1993. The sulfur limit was
reduced to 15 ppm effective September 1, 2006. Harbor craft (including tugboats)
and intrastate locomotives were originally excluded from the 1993 regulation, but
were later included in 2004 through amendments made to the California
Standards for Motor Vehicle Diesel Fuel. These amendments first went into effect
in the South Coast Air District for harbor craft in January 2006, and as of January
2007 they applied to harbor craft and locomotives throughout the rest of the State.
Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation
The CARB’s California Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation, Title 13, Article
4.8, Chapter 9, California Code of Regulations (CCR) affects all self-propelled
off-road diesel vehicles over 25 hp. The regulation: (1) imposes limits on idling,
buying older off-road diesel vehicles, and selling vehicles (beginning in 2008); (2)
WesPac Pittsburg Energy Infrastructure Project
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requires all vehicles to be reported to CARB and labeled with CARB designated
equipment identification numbers (beginning in 2009); and (3) begins gradual
requirements in 2014 for fleets to eliminate older engines, replace them with
newer engines, and install exhaust retrofits. The primary purpose of this
regulation is to reduce emissions of NO x and PM from off-road diesel vehicles.
Measures to Reduce Emissions from Goods Movement Activities
In April 2006, the CARB approved the Emission Reduction Plan for Ports and
Goods Movement in California (Plan). The Plan is an essential component of
California's effort to reduce community exposure to air pollution and to meet new
federal air quality standards for O 3 and particulate matter (PM). The Plan
proposes measures that would reduce emissions from the main sources associated
with ships, harbor craft, terminal equipment, trucks and locomotives.
In 2008, the CARB conducted a public hearing to consider adoption of
regulations to reduce emissions of diesel PM, NO x , and SO x from the use of main
engines, auxiliary diesel engines and diesel-electric engines, and boilers operated
on OGVs located within regulated California waters, which include all California
inland waters, all California estuarine waters, and within 24 nautical miles of the
California baseline (from the mainland and island shorelines). Following the
public hearing, in May 2009, the California Office of Administrative
Law approved Fuel Sulfur and Other Operational Requirements for Ocean-Going
Vessels within California Waters and 24 Nautical Miles of the California Baseline
(13 CCR, Section 2299.2). This regulation consists of a Phase I fuel requirement
that beginning on July 1, 2009, ship auxiliary diesel engines operating in
regulated California waters use marine diesel oil with a maximum of 0.5 percent
sulfur or marine gas oil (MGO) with a maximum of 1.5 percent sulfur. The Phase
II fuel requirement of this regulation requires reducing both fuel sulfur limits to
0.1 percent beginning on January 1, 2012. On June 23, 2011, amendments to this
regulation were endorsed by CARB to delay implementation of Phase II until
January 1, 2014. In addition, the sulfur content limit for MGO was reduced from
1.5 percent to 1 percent beginning on August 1, 2012. This aligns with the date
that the 1 percent fuel sulfur requirement in the federal IMO ECA begins.
Amendments of this regulation became effective at the end of 2011.
Statewide Portable Equipment Registration Program
The Statewide Portable Equipment Registration Program (PERP) establishes a
uniform program to regulate portable engines and portable engine-driven
equipment units. Once registered in the PERP, engines and equipment units may
operate throughout California without the need to obtain individual permits from
local air districts.
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4.1.1.3 Local Regulations
Bay Area Air Quality Management District
The BAAQMD has the delegated authority for implementing and enforcing local,
state, and federal air quality regulations in nine counties of California’s San
Francisco Bay Area: Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, San Francisco, San Mateo,
Santa Clara, Napa counties, southwestern Solano, and southern Sonoma.
Clean Air Plan
The Federal CAA and the California CAA require plans to be developed for areas
designated as nonattainment (with the exception of areas designated as
nonattainment for the state PM 10 standard). In September 2010, BAAQMD
adopted the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan (CAP), and certified the Final
Environmental Impact Report on the CAP. The 2010 CAP serves to update the
San Francisco Bay Area Ozone Plan in compliance with the requirements of the
California CAA. In addition, the 2010 CAP provides an integrated, multipollutant strategy to improve air quality, protect public health, and protect the
climate.
California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines
The BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines are developed to assist local jurisdictions and
lead agencies in complying with the requirements of CEQA regarding potentially
adverse impacts to air quality. The primary purpose of the guidelines is to provide
a means to identify proposed local plans and development projects that may have
a significant adverse effect on air quality and public health. The BAAQMD
updated these CEQA Guidelines in June 2010 to include reference to the revised
air quality thresholds of significance (revised thresholds) adopted by the air
district on June 2, 2010 to assist local agencies in the review of projects under
CEQA. The BAAQMD further updated CEQA Guidelines in May 2011. The
revised thresholds adopted in June 2010 were challenged in a lawsuit, and on
March 5, 2012, BAAQMD was ordered by the Alameda County Superior Court to
set aside these revised thresholds and cease dissemination of them until the air
district has complied with CEQA regarding adopting these revised thresholds. In
response to the court’s order, the BAAQMD updated the CEQA guidelines in
May 2012 accordingly and is no longer recommending the use of the revised
thresholds as a generally applicable measure of a project’s significant air quality
impact. Lead agencies are now tasked with determining appropriate air quality
thresholds of significance based on substantial evidence in the record. Because the
court did not determine whether the thresholds were valid on the merits, the City
of Pittsburg, as the lead agency of this project, has determined that the BAAQMD
CEQA Guidelines (version May, 2011), in combination with BAQQMD’s
Revised Draft Options and Justification Report (BAAQMD, 2010), provide
substantial evidence to support the revised thresholds of significance. Therefore,
the city Planning Department has decided to continue the use of these revised
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thresholds for the air quality analysis for this project under CEQA. A summary of
these revised thresholds for construction and operations are provided in Table 4-3.
Bay Area Air Quality Management District Rules and Regulations
The following paragraphs outline pertinent BAAQMD rules and regulations:
Regulation I – General Provisions and Definitions: This regulation includes
sections on exclusions, breakdown procedures, registration, right-of-access,
sampling facilities, record maintenance, and provisions, such as public nuisance.
Regulation II – Permits: This regulation specifies the requirements for
authorities to construct and permits to operate.
Regulation II, Rule 1- General Requirements: Rule 1 provides an orderly
procedure for the review of new sources of air pollution, and of the modification
and operation of existing sources, and of associated air pollution control devices,
through the issuance of permits (e.g., Authority to Construct and Permit to
Operate).
Regulation II, Rule 2 – New Source Review: Rule 2 provides for a review of new
and modified sources and provides mechanisms, including the use of BACT, Best
Available Control Technology for Toxics, and emission offsets, by which
authority to construct such sources may be granted. Rule 2 also implements
federal New Source Review and Prevention of Significant Deterioration
requirements.
Regulation II, Rule 4 – Emission Banking: Rule 4 includes procedures for
emission banking and offsets, and it establishes a small facility bank for offsets
for eligible facilities. The banking of emission reduction credits is intended to
provide a mechanism for sources to obtain offsets under the New Source Review
regulations contained in Regulation II, Rule 2 of the BAAQMD.
Regulation II, Rule 5- New Source Review of Toxic Air Contaminants: The
purpose of Rule 5 is to provide for the review of new and modified sources of
toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions in order to evaluate potential public
exposure and health risk, to mitigate potentially significant health risks resulting
from these exposures, and to provide net health risk benefits by improving the
level of control when existing sources are modified or replaced. This regulation
requires that a health risk screening analysis shall be prepared following the
BAAQMD’s Health Risk Screening Analysis Guidelines for new and modified
sources subject to this rule.
Regulation II, Rule 6- Major Facility Review: The purpose of Rule 6 is to
implement the operating permit requirements of Title V of the federal CAA as
amended in 1990. This rule shall not alter any other requirements of applicable
July 2013
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Table 4-3: Thresholds of Significance for Air Emissions1
Constructionrelated

Pollutant

Operations-related

Project-level
Criteria Air Average Daily
Pollutants and
Emissions
Average Daily Emissions
Precursors
(pounds per
(pounds per day)
(Regional)2
day)

Maximum Annual
Emissions (tons per
year)

POC

54

54

10

NO x

54

54

10

PM 10

82 (exhaust)

82

15

PM 2.5

54 (exhaust)

54

10

PM 10 /PM 2.5
(fugitive dust)

Best
Management
Practices

None

None

9.0 ppm (8-hour average), 20.0 ppm (1-hour
average)

Same as
operational
thresholds

Compliance with Qualified Community Risk
Reduction Plan
OR
Increased cancer risk of greater than 10.0 in a
million
Increased non-cancer risk of greater than 1.0
Hazard Index (Chronic or Acute)
Ambient PM 2.5 increase: greater than 0.3
micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3) annual
average
Zone of Influence: 1,000-foot radius from
property line of source or receptor

Local CO

Risk and
hazards for
new sources
and
receptors
(Individual
Project)
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Pollutant

Constructionrelated

Operations-related

Project-level
Criteria Air Average Daily
Pollutants and
Emissions
Average Daily Emissions
Precursors
(pounds per
(pounds per day)
(Regional)2
day)

Risk and
hazards for
new sources
and
receptors
(Cumulative
Threshold)

Maximum Annual
Emissions (tons per
year)

Same as
operational
thresholds

Compliance with Qualified Community Risk
Reduction Plan
OR
Cancer risk greater than 100 in a million
(from all local sources)
Non-cancer risk greater than 10.0 Hazard
Index (from all local sources) (Chronic) 3
Ambient PM 2.5 increase: greater than 0.8
µg/m3 annual average (from all local sources)
Zone of Influence: 1,000-foot radius from
property line of source or receptor

Accidental
Release of
Acutely
Hazardous
Air
Pollutants

None

Storage or use of acutely hazardous materials
locating near receptors or new receptors
locating near stored or used acutely
hazardous materials considered significant

Odors

None

Five confirmed complaints per year averaged
over three years

Source: BAAQMD, 2011
1
The BAAQMD thresholds are currently the subject of judicial action (see Section 4.1.1.3).
2
POC =
precursor organic compounds
NO x =
nitrogen oxide
PM 10 =
particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in diameter
PM 2.5 =
particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter
CO =
carbon monoxide
3
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The Hazard Index is a summation of the hazard quotients for all chemicals to which an
individual is exposed. A hazard index value of 1.0 or less than 1.0 indicates that no adverse
human health effects are expected to occur, and a higher hazard index value indicates that
adverse human health effects are more likely to occur. Chronic hazards are health effects
associated with relatively long period of continuous or repeated exposure. Acute hazards are
health effects that could occur rapidly after short-term exposure.
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federal, state, or District orders, rules or regulations, except for monitoring,
recordkeeping, and reporting requirements that are subsumed using the permit
shield. The proposed facility would not be a major source and therefore, is not
subject to Title V.
Regulation II, Rule 9 – Interchangeable Emission Reduction Credits: Rule
9 regulates use and trading of Interchangeable Emission Reduction Credits from
stationary sources of NO x .
Regulation III – Fees: Regulation III identifies the fees that are applicable to
permit modifications, new facilities, and permitted emissions. The required fees
are submitted with the application for Authority to Construct and/or Permit to
Operate in compliance with Regulation III.
Regulation VI – Particulate Matter and Visible Emissions: Regulation VI
consists of provisions that limit the quantity of particulate matter in the
atmosphere by controlling emission rates, concentration, visible emissions and
opacity.
Regulation VII – Odorous Substances: Regulation VII establishes general
limitations on odorous substances and specific emission limitations on certain
odorous compounds.
Regulation VIII – Organic Compounds: Regulation VIII limits the atmospheric
emission of organic compounds from aboveground storage tanks; from transfer
operations at non-gasoline organic liquid bulk terminals and bulk plants; and from
leaking equipment at petroleum refineries, chemical plants, marine tank vessel
operations, bulk plants and bulk terminals. Further, this regulation specifies the
requirements to limit emissions of organic compounds to the atmosphere during
marine tank vessel operations.
Regulation IX – Inorganic Gaseous Pollutants: Regulation IX establishes
emission limits for inorganic gaseous pollutants, such as SO 2 and NO x from
various sources and operations, such as thermal oxidizers, boilers, and heaters.
This regulation tends to be more stringent than Reasonably Available Control
Technology (RACT).
Regulation X - Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources:
Regulation X establishes emission and/or performance standards for new plants
and other sources. The rules are incorporated by reference to the provisions of
Part 60, Chapter 1, Title 40, of CFR.
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Contra Costa County
The Conservation Element of the Contra Costa County General Plan includes
goals and policies that aim to improve local and regional air quality throughout
the County. The following air resources policies may apply:
•

•

Policy 8-103: When there is a finding that a proposed project might
significantly affect air quality, appropriate mitigation measures shall be
imposed.
Policy 8-104: Proposed projects shall be reviewed for their potential to
generate hazardous air pollutants.

These policies are consistent with the CEQA review process.
City of Pittsburg
The Resource Conservation element of the City of Pittsburg General Plan
includes analysis of air quality, goals, and policies to improve local and regional
air quality throughout the City of Pittsburg (City). The following air resources
policies may apply:
•
•

9-P-29: Cooperate with the BAAQMD to achieve emissions reductions for O 3
and its precursors.
9-P-30: Cooperate with BAAQMD to ensure compliance with dust abatement
measures during construction.

4.1.2 Existing Conditions
4.1.2.1 Regional Meteorological Conditions
The climate of the San Francisco Bay Area, along with much of coastal
California, is controlled by a semi-permanent high-pressure system that is
centered over the northeastern Pacific Ocean. In the summer, the relatively
northern location of this strong high-pressure system results in clear skies inland
and frequent coastal fog. Very little precipitation occurs during the summer
months because storm systems are blocked by the high-pressure system.
Beginning in the fall and continuing through the winter, the high-pressure system
weakens and moves southward, allowing storm systems originating from the
Alaska Gulf and the Pacific Ocean into the area. Temperature, winds, and rainfall
are more variable during these months.
The predominant regional surface winds during the winter are northerly and
southerly. During the spring, summer, and autumn, the winds are stronger and
westerly. These strong westerly winds are caused by the combination of highpressure offshore and a thermal low-pressure resulting from higher temperatures
inland.

July 2013
4.0-18

WesPac Pittsburg Energy Infrastructure Project
Recirculated Draft EIR

Comment Letter B6
City of Pittsburg

4.0 Air Quality

Atmospheric stability and mixing heights are important parameters in the
determination of pollutant dispersion. Atmospheric stability reflects the amount of
atmospheric turbulence and mixing. In general, the less stable an atmosphere, the
greater the turbulence, resulting in more mixing and better dispersion.
The mixing height, measured from the ground upward, is the height of the
atmospheric layer at which convection and mechanical turbulence promote
mixing. Good ventilation results from a high mixing height and at least moderate
wind speeds within the mixing layer. In general, the frequent occurrence of
temperature inversions over the San Francisco Bay Area limits this mixing height
and consequently limits the availability of air for dilution.
In the Carquinez Strait region, where the project is specifically located, low
mixing depths and low wind speeds typically occur when the pressure gradient
direction shifts to an easterly direction due to a high-pressure system over the
Central Valley. Furthermore, if this occurs in the summer or autumn, the winds
from the Central Valley are warmer, increasing photochemical activity, and
contain more pollutants than the usually cooler marine air. An easterly flow is
more common during the winter when the high-pressure system over the Pacific
Ocean is no longer offshore. During the spring, summer, and autumn, the air
pollution potential in the region is moderated by strong westerly winds.
Average temperature and precipitation data have been collected at Antioch, the
long-term surface meteorological station nearest to the project site, and are
presented in Table 4-4. Average low and high temperatures during the summer
vary from the mid-50s to the low 90s, respectively. As previously discussed,
summer precipitation is extremely low due to the strong stationary high-pressure
system off the coast that prevents most weather systems from moving through the
area. The Antioch station receives an average of approximately 13 inches of
rainfall annually. This amount is lower than most of the region because of a rainshadow effect caused by Mount Diablo to the southwest. During the winter,
average low and high temperatures vary from the mid-30s to the mid-60s,
respectively. Approximately 80 percent of the precipitation in the area occurs
from November through March, generally in association with storm systems that
move through the region.
Winds measured at a weather station operated adjacent to the project site are
predominantly from the west. The wind speed is often quite high, averaging about
10 miles per hour annually. Like the annual winds, the spring, summer, and
autumn seasons have strong westerly winds. However, during the winter season,
the prevalent wind direction switches to easterly, and is much more variable.
Lighter wind speeds also occur in winter. The annual average pattern of joint
wind speed and wind direction frequencies in the area is illustrated on Figure 4-1:
Annual Windrose for the Pittsburg Meteorological Station. A detailed discussion
of the meteorological data used to support dispersion modeling for evaluation of
the project air quality impacts is presented in Section 4.2.1.
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Table 4-4: Average Temperature and Precipitation

Month

Average
Maximum
Temperature
(degrees
Fahrenheit)

Average
Minimum.
Temperature
(degrees
Fahrenheit)

Average Total
Precipitation
(inches)

January

53.7

37.1

2.78

February

60.2

41.0

2.43

March

65.5

43.4

2.00

April

71.4

46.3

0.90

May

78.6

51.4

0.36

June

86.0

56.2

0.09

July

91.2

57.6

0.02

August

89.9

56.8

0.04

September

86.2

55.3

0.18

October

77.4

50.3

0.64

November

64.3

43.1

1.58

December

54.7

37.5

2.20

Annual

73.3

48.0

13.22

Source: National Weather Service, 2008
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Annual Windrose for the Pittsburg
Meteorological Station
City of Pittsburg
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4.1.2.2 Existing Air Quality and Attainment Status
Ambient air quality standards have been established by both the federal
government and the State of California to protect public health and welfare with
an adequate margin of safety. Pollutants for which NAAQS or CAAQS have been
set are often referred to as “criteria” air pollutants. These standards are reviewed
on a legally-prescribed frequency and are revised, as warranted, by new health
and welfare effects data. Each NAAQS or CAAQS is based on a specific
averaging time over which the indicated pollutant concentration is measured.
Different averaging times are based upon protection against short-term, high
dosage effects, or long-term, low-dosage effects.
The ambient air quality in Contra Costa County (County) is monitored at a series
of air quality monitoring stations operated by BAAQMD. The monitoring stations
within the County that are closest to the project site are the Pittsburg - 10th Street
Station (Pittsburg Station), less than a mile from the proposed project; the
Concord - 2975 Treat Boulevard Station (Concord Station), approximately 9.8
miles southwest of the site; and the Bethel Island Road Station (Bethel Island
Station), approximately 14 miles east of the site (see Figure 4-2: Air Quality
Monitoring Station Locations).
The Pittsburg Station was removed from service at the end of 2008. The Concord
and Bethel Island Stations remain in active service and monitor all criteria
pollutant concentrations with the exception of lead; additionally, PM 2.5 is only
monitored at the Concord Station. The closest station monitoring for lead is the
San Francisco-Hunters Point Station, approximately 34 miles southwest of the
proposed project. Air quality measurements taken at these stations are presented
in Appendix B: Air Quality Monitoring Station Data.
Table 4-5 provides a summary of the NAAQS and CAAQS and background air
quality levels from 2008 to 2010, followed by pollutant-specific discussions. The
table presents the highest recorded concentrations and the highest number of total
days exceeding the CAAQS and NAAQS at the three air quality monitoring
stations nearest the proposed project.
Ozone
O 3 is a gas comprised of three oxygen atoms. It is not usually emitted directly into
the air, but at ground level it is created by a chemical reaction between NO x and
VOCs in the presence of sunlight and heat. Ground-level O 3 is the primary
constituent of smog. In addition, EPA studies have indicated that exposure to
ground-level O 3 air pollution, even at very low levels, can cause a number of
negative respiratory health effects, particularly over time. Currently, the San
Francisco Bay Air Basin (Basin) has designations of non-attainment for the state
1-hour and 8-hour ozone standards and the federal 8-hour O 3 standard.
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Table 4-5: Air Quality Standards and Attainment Status

0.09 ppm

1 Hour

0.109 ppm

8 Hour

1.44 ppm

1 Hour

4.6 ppm

1 Hour

0.056 ppm

Ozone

Carbon
Monoxide

Nitrogen
Dioxide
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Annual
Arithmetic
Mean

0.01 ppm

Highest
Number of
Days
Exceeding
Federal
Standards
Over
2008-2010

Attainment Status

8 Hour

0.070
ppm
(137µg
/m3)
0.09
ppm
(180
µg/m3)
9.0
ppm
(10
mg/m3)
20
ppm
(23
mg/m3)
0.18
ppm
(339
µg/m3)
0.030
ppm
(57
µg/m3)

Highest
Number of
Total Days
Exceeding
State
Standards
Over
2008-2010

National
Standards
(NAAQS)

Concentration

Time

Pollutant

Attainment Status2

Highest
Conc.
Recorded
Over
2008-20101

Concentration

California
Standards
(CAAQS)

Averaging

N

23

0.075
ppm

N

-

N

9

-

-

-

A

0

A

0

A

0

A

0

A

0

0.100
ppm

U

0

-

0.053
ppm
(100
µg/m3)

A

-

9 ppm

-

(10
mg/m3)
35
ppm
(40
mg/m3)
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24 Hour

Sulfur
Dioxide

1 Hour

0.04
ppm
0.006 ppm
A
(105
µg/m3)
0.25
ppm
0.023 ppm
A
(655
µg/m3)

Annual
Arithmetic 0.001 ppm
Mean

-

-

Annual
20
3
N
Particulate Arithmetic ȝJP
µg/m3
Mean
Matter
(PM 10 )
50
24 Hour ȝJP3
N
µg/m3
Annual
12
Particulate Arithmetic ȝJP3
3 N
µg/m
Matter Mean
Fine
(PM 2.5 )
24 Hour ȝJP3
-

0

0

-

0.14
ppm
(365
µg/m3)
0.075
ppm
(196
µg/m3)
0.030
ppm
(80
µg/m3)

Attainment Status

Time

Pollutant

Highest
Number of
Total Days
Exceeding
State
Standards
Over
2008-2010

National
Standards
(NAAQS)

Concentration

Highest
Conc.
Recorded
Over
2008-20101

Attainment Status2

Averaging

Concentration

California
Standards
(CAAQS)

Highest
Number of
Days
Exceeding
Federal
Standards
Over
2008-2010

A

-

A

0

A

-

-

-

-

-

4

150
µg/m3

U

0

-

12
µg/m3

A

-

-

35
µg/m3

N

-

Particulate
24 Hour
Sulfates

-

25
A
µg/m3

-

-

30-day
Average

-

1.5
µg/m3

-

-

-

A

-

-

-

-

-

1.5
µg/m3

A

-

-

-

-

-

0.15
µg/m3

-

-

Lead

Calendar
Quarter
Rolling 3
Month
Average
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Hydrogen
Sulfide

1 Hour

8 Hour
Visibility
Reducing (10:00 to
18:00
particles
PST3)

-

-

0.03
ppm
(42
U
µg/m3)
(26
µg/m3)
-

U

Highest
Number of
Days
Exceeding
Federal
Standards
Over
2008-2010

Attainment Status

Time

Pollutant

Highest
Number of
Total Days
Exceeding
State
Standards
Over
2008-2010

National
Standards
(NAAQS)

Concentration

Highest
Conc.
Recorded
Over
2008-20101

Attainment Status2

Averaging

Concentration

California
Standards
(CAAQS)

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

1

Units:
mg/m3 milligrams per cubic meter
ppm
parts per million
µg/m3
micrograms per cubic meter
2
Attainment Status:
A = Attainment
N = Non-attainment
-=
Information Not Available
U = Unclassified
3
PST = Pacific Standard Time
Source: BAAQMD, 2011

July 2013
4.0-26

WesPac Pittsburg Energy Infrastructure Project
Recirculated Draft EIR

Comment Letter B6

Pittsburg

@
Bethel Island

@

Concord

@
National Geographic, Esri, DeLorme, NAVTEQ, UNEP-WCMC, USGS, NASA, ESA, METI, NRCAN,
GEBCO, NOAA, iPC, (c) OpenStreetMap and contributors, Creative Commons-Share Alike License (CCBY-SA)
X:\WesPac\DEIR Reissue\04 Air Quality\mxd\Figure 4-2 Air Quality Monitoring Station Locations.mxd

Figure 4-2
Air Quality Monitoring Station Locations
City of Pittsburg
WesPac Pittsburg Energy Infrastructure Project

Terminal Boundary
Rail Transload Facility

@
7/18/2013

1:150,000

Monitoring Station

W

1 inch = 2 miles
0

0.75

mi
1.5

Comment Letter B6

Comment Letter B6
City of Pittsburg

4.0 Air Quality

Carbon Monoxide
CO is a product of incomplete combustion, principally from automobiles and
other mobile sources of pollution. CO emissions from wood-burning stoves and
fireplaces may be significant sources of this pollutant. Health effects resulting
from exposure to high CO levels can include chest pain in heart patients,
headaches, and reduced mental alertness. The Basin is designated as attainment
for the federal and the State CO standards.
Nitrogen Dioxide
NO x emissions are primarily generated from the combustion of fuels. The two
most prevalent oxides of nitrogen are nitric oxide (NO) and NO 2 . Because NO
converts to NO 2 in the atmosphere over time and NO 2 is the component of
greatest interest and the indicator for the larger group of nitrogen oxides, NO 2 is
listed as a criteria pollutant in NAAQS and CAAQS. The control of NO 2 is
important because of this pollutant’s role in the atmospheric formation of O 3 ,
which is also a criteria air pollutant and the principal component of smog. NO 2
can also provoke eye, nose, throat irritation and cause impaired lung function and
increased respiratory infections in children. The Basin is currently in attainment
with the State’s 1-hour NO 2 standard and the federal annual arithmetic mean
standards, and unclassified with the federal 1-hour standard.
Sulfur Dioxide
SO 2 is one of a group of highly reactive gases known as “oxides of sulfur”. It is
emitted when sulfur-containing fuel is burned, or emitted from refineries or
chemical plants that treat or refine sulfur or sulfur-containing chemicals. The
largest sources of SO 2 emissions are from fossil fuel combustion at power plants.
Exposure to SO 2 can increase lung disease and breathing problems for asthmatics.
In addition, it reacts in the atmosphere to form acid rain, which is destructive to
crops and vegetation, as well as buildings and other materials. The basin has been
designated as attainment for the State and federal SO 2 standards.
Particulates
PM 10
Particulates in the air are caused by a combination of: (1) windblown fugitive dust
or road dust; (2) particles emitted directly from combustion sources (primarily
carbon particles); and (3) organic, sulfate, and nitrate aerosols formed in the air
from emitted hydrocarbons, sulfur oxides, and nitrogen oxides. Inhalable
particulate matter, which has a diameter of 10 microns or less, is referred to as
PM 10 . It can contribute to increased health concerns, such as respiratory disease,
lung damage, heart problems, cancer, and premature death. In 1987, the EPA
adopted standards for PM 10 and phased out the previous standards. The Basin is
designated as nonattainment with respect to the state PM 10 standards, and
unclassified with respect to the federal PM 10 standards.
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PM 2.5
Particles less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter are called "fine" particles, also
referred to as PM 2.5 . PM 2.5 sources include combustion in motor vehicles and
industrial sources, residential and agricultural burning, and from atmospheric
reactions involving emitted NO x , SO x , and organics. The potential health effects
of PM 2.5 are considered more serious than those of PM 10, as particles in the PM 2.5
range are able to travel further into the respiratory tract and permanently lodge in
the deepest and most sensitive areas of the lungs. For PM 2.5, the Basin is
designated as attainment with the federal annual arithmetic mean standards, and
as non-attainment with the State annual arithmetic mean standard and the federal
24-hour standard.
Particulate Sulfates
Particulate sulfates are the product of further oxidation of SO 2 . Sulfate
compounds consist of primary and secondary particles. Fuel combustion is a
source of sulfates, both primary and secondary. Secondary sulfate particles are
produced when SO x emissions are transformed into particles through physical and
chemical processes in the atmosphere. Primary sulfate particles are also directly
emitted from open pit mines, dry lakebeds, and desert soils. Particles can be
transported long distances. The Basin is in attainment with the CAAQS for
sulfates, and there is no NAAQS for sulfates.
Lead
Lead has long been recognized by the EPA as a harmful environmental pollutant.
Lead exposure can occur through multiple pathways, including breathing,
ingestion of lead in food, and from deteriorating paint, contaminated water, soil,
and dust. Excessive exposure to lead can trigger seizures, mental retardation,
behavioral disorders, and central nervous system damage. Lead gasoline
additives, nonferrous smelters, and battery plants are the most significant
contributors to atmospheric lead emissions.
Legislation in the early 1970s required gradual reduction of the lead content of
gasoline over a period of time, which has dramatically reduced lead emissions
from mobile and other combustion sources. In addition, unleaded gasoline was
introduced in 1975, and together these controls have essentially eliminated
violations of the lead standard for ambient air in urban areas. There are no
monitoring stations in the County that measure lead concentrations; however, the
Basin is considered in attainment for lead.
Other State-Designated Criteria Pollutants
Along with sulfates, California has designated hydrogen sulfide and visibilityreducing particles as criteria pollutants, in addition to the federal criteria
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pollutants. The Basin is unclassified for visibility reducing particulates and
hydrogen sulfide.
4.2

IMPACT ANALYSIS

4.2.1 Methodology for Impact Analysis
The methodology behind the impact analysis for this project is multi-faceted. Air
pollutant emissions of precursor organic compounds (POC), CO, NO x , SO x ,
PM 10 , and PM 2.5 were quantified for both the construction and operations of the
proposed project and alternatives. Using the project’s construction and operational
emissions estimates, an air dispersion modeling analysis was performed to predict
the maximum offsite concentrations of PM 2.5, diesel particulate matter (DPM) (in
the form of PM 10 ), and other TACs from the proposed project and project
alternatives. As required by BAAQMD, the maximum offsite 1-hour and 8-hour
CO concentrations attributed to the project operations were also estimated in the
dispersion modeling to assess the associated air quality impacts (in terms of CO)
to the local residential area in proximity to the project site. A health risk
assessment (HRA) was then performed using the output from the dispersion
modeling analysis to evaluate the potential public health impacts associated with
the TAC emissions that could be generated by the construction and operations of
the proposed project and alternatives.
Maximum predicted air quality impact and public health risk potentials associated
with the proposed project and alternatives were assessed quantitatively in
comparison to the significance criteria identified in Section 4.2.2. The potential
for odors generated by the proposed project and alternatives at sensitive receptors
in the vicinity was also assessed qualitatively. Finally, mitigation measures were
applied to the proposed activities that would exceed any of the significance
criteria specified in Section 4.2.2. These mitigation measures were then evaluated
as to their effectiveness in reducing impacts of the proposed project and
alternatives.
The emission estimates, dispersion modeling, and health risk estimates presented
in this document were calculated using the latest available data, assumptions, and
emission factors at the time this document was prepared. The following sections
summarize the methodology behind the impact analysis of air quality and health
risk for the construction and operations of the proposed project and alternatives.
Additional details regarding the impact analysis methodology and analysis
assumptions are presented in Appendix C.
4.2.1.1 Project Construction Emissions
Construction activities for the proposed project and alternatives would require the
use of various off-road heavy construction equipment, on-road trucks, dredging
equipment, and tugboats. This equipment is considered the primary construction
emission sources because these sources are typically powered by diesel fuel,
which generates exhaust emissions in the form of NO x, PM 10 , PM 2.5 , POC, CO,
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and SO x . In addition, off-road vehicles, on-road vehicles and construction
equipment traveling over unpaved surfaces or other earthmoving activities, such
as grading and paving would generate fugitive dust emissions in the form of PM 10
and PM 2.5 .
As described in Chapter 2.0: Proposed Project and Alternatives, construction for
the proposed project is divided into two major phases that consist of a total of five
main construction activities, during which different areas within the project site
would be disturbed at different times. Phase 1 is proposed to begin in October
2013 and be completed in January 2015. Phase 2 construction would begin in
April 2014 and be completed in October 2015. Based on the project timeline and
construction scope, construction for the proposed project was broken down into
the following five main construction phases:
•

Phase 1A: Demolition, grading, trenching, building construction, and
architectural coating activities associated with construction of the Rail
Transload Operations Facility (Rail Transload Facility), storage tank
replacements and improvements, pump station improvements, electric
substation and storm water improvements

•

Phase 1B: Grading, trenching, and paving activities associated with pipeline
connections to the KLM pipeline and pipeline from the Rail Transload
Facility (Rail Pipeline)

•

Phase 2A: Demolition and building construction activities associated with the
marine terminal construction (including dredging)

•

Phase 2B: Building construction and architectural coating activities associated
with retrofitting the remaining storage tanks

•

Phase 2C: Grading, trenching, building construction and paving activities
associated with all other components within the storage terminal

As recommended by BAAQMD (A. Kirk, personal communication, February 25,
2013), emissions associated with construction of the proposed project were
calculated using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod). This
model is a statewide land use emissions modeling program that was developed in
collaboration with the air districts of California. It is designed to quantify
construction emissions from a variety of emission sources associated with land
use projects. For construction activities, CalEEMod quantifies criteria pollutants
and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with construction activities,
including demolition, grading, trenching, paving, architectural coating, and
building construction.
CalEEMod utilizes different calculation methodologies for each construction type
to estimate emissions from different construction activities. Therefore, each of the
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five main construction phases for the proposed project was further broken down
into different subphases in the model based on the type of construction activity.
Construction activities are expected to vary substantially from day to day. For the
analysis of the maximum impacts to air quality and health risk, certain
construction subphases, as indicated in Appendix C, were modeled to overlap
with each other based on worst-case emissions scenario assumptions during
project construction. Emission sources considered in CalEEMod for the emission
estimates of construction activities include the following:
•
•
•
•

Off-road construction equipment
On-road vehicles and mobile equipment associated with worker commute
trips, vendor commute trips, and hauling trips
Fugitive emissions from grading, demolition, truck loading, and paved and
unpaved roads
POC emissions from architectural coating an asphalt paving

Emissions of NO x, PM 10 , PM 2.5 , POC, CO, and SO x from off-road construction
equipment were quantified in CalEEMod using emission factors derived from the
OFFROAD 2007 air quality model for off-road equipment based on the
equipment type, equipment horsepower rating, and the emission tier standard of
the engine. During the marine terminal construction activities, tugboats would be
used to haul dredge sediment in barges offsite for proper disposal. To maintain the
consistency of the emission estimation methodology, this equipment was also
modeled as construction equipment in CalEEMod, and emissions from this
equipment were calculated using model default emission factors corresponding to
the equipment power ratings. The emission estimates for off-road construction
equipment also incorporated engine load factors. As recommended by BAAQMD,
all model default engine load factors used for emissions estimates of off-road
equipment (except for tugboats) were reduced by 33 percent in CalEEMod before
being applied in the model’s emissions calculations. This adjustment was made to
account for the overestimation of default load factors in OFFROAD 2007 as
acknowledged by CARB (CARB, 2010). Model default load factors without
further adjustment were used in estimating emissions from tugboats used during
construction. The emissions from off-road construction equipment were
calculated in CalEEMod based on equipment emission factors, engine load factors
in combination with assumptions regarding daily operating hours, and the
duration of the construction subphase during which the equipment would be
operated. It should be noted that certain construction equipment is not expected to
be operated every day throughout the corresponding construction phases and thus,
the emissions calculated in CalEEMod for off-road construction equipment are
likely to be more than the emissions that would be generated during actual
construction.
Emissions associated with on-road vehicles were quantified in CalEEMod using
the model default vehicle fleet mixes, the emission factors derived from the
EMFAC2007 on-road mobile source emission factor model together with
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assumptions regarding the number and length of on-road vehicle trips for workers,
vendors and hauling. On-road mobile vehicles or equipment, such as haul trucks,
that would be used during construction were first modeled as off-highway trucks
to quantify the emissions generated onsite. To account for the emissions that
would be generated from the on-road mobile equipment during offsite transport,
additional vendor trips and vehicle miles traveled were added in the on-road
vehicle emission estimates.
Fugitive dust emissions in the form of PM 10 and PM 2.5 would be generated by
various source activities occurring at the project construction site. The evaluation
of fugitive emissions during construction incorporated emissions sources, such as
dust from material movement, demolition activities, and vehicle traffic resulting
from construction. Material movement during construction is mostly associated
with the grading phases, which consists of three major activities: grading
equipment passes, earth bulldozing, and truck loading. Within CalEEMod, the
three primary operations that would generate dust emissions during the demolition
phases are mechanical or explosive dismemberment, site removal of debris, and
onsite truck traffic on paved and unpaved roads. Fugitive emissions from material
movement and demolition activities were quantified in CalEEMod based on
model defaults assumptions along with additional project specific information.
Fugitive emissions associated with vehicle traffic, such as worker and vendor
commute trips and hauling trips were calculated in the model based on emission
factors from EMFAC2007 along with the estimated number of trips and vehicle
miles traveled.
POC off-gassing emissions would be generated by architectural coating and
asphalt paving activities. POC off-gassing emissions associated with architectural
coating activities are the result of evaporation of solvents contained in surface
coatings. The evaluation of POC emissions generated during architectural coating
for the proposed project and project alternatives included emissions from the
coatings of interior and exterior surface areas of the storage tanks and other
project structures. POC emissions from the architectural coatings were calculated
based on the coating area and the emission factors associated with the POC
content in the paint. POC off-gassing emissions would also be generated from the
asphalt paving of the project parking lots, and were calculated using the model
default POC emissions rate and the project assumptions regarding the parking lot
area.
As indicated in Chapter 2.0: Proposed Project and Alternatives, the Rail
Transload Facility, four crude oil storage tanks and their respective pipelines
would be constructed during the first major construction phase to support product
delivered by pipeline from the Rail Transload Facility. The operations associated
with completed portions of the crude oil storage tanks, Rail Transload Facility and
pipelines are expected to occur concurrently with the second major construction
phase. As recommended by BAAQMD (V. Lau, personal communication, March
13, 2013), the construction emissions associated with the proposed project and
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project alternatives were broken down into two construction scenarios (“Air
Quality (AQ) Phase 1” and “AQ Phase 2”) and separate air quality impact
analyses and health risk assessments were performed for each. This was done to
account for the project assumptions that the Rail Transload Facility and portions
of the tank farm would be in operation while the rest of the marine terminal was
being constructed during the period from October 2014 to October 2015. AQ
Phase 1 only considers emissions associated with construction activities that
would occur before the rail operations begin in October 2014. AQ Phase 2
incorporates all emissions associated with construction activities that would occur
after the rail operations begins, in addition to the operating emissions that would
occur simultaneously with the remaining construction activities.
Maximum daily and annual onsite and offsite emissions from the proposed
construction activities were quantified for each construction subphase in the
CalEEMod model. Maximum daily emissions were first calculated for each
construction subphase in the model. The maximum total daily emissions were
determined by first totaling the maximum daily emissions for each construction
subphase that overlaps in time during each construction year. The maximum total
daily emissions in each construction year were then reported in the model output
by selecting the highest maximum daily emissions of these combined overlapping
phases. Likewise, total annual emissions reported in the model output were
calculated by summing the annual emissions from individual construction phases
occurring during each construction year. For the consistent methodology for air
quality impact analysis associated with project construction emissions, total
project construction emissions calculated in CalEEMod were broken down into
the two scenario construction emissions based on the proposed construction
timeline. Total construction emissions for each scenario were then divided by the
total numbers of calendar days of the construction period in each scenario to
estimate average daily construction emissions for comparison to the BAAQMD
construction emission thresholds of significance. Detailed CalEEMod modeling
outputs and emission breakdown are presented in Appendix C: Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Modeling Protocol and Appendix D: Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Calculation and Modeling Results.
With the same methodology as described above, emission calculations were
performed to quantify the project construction emissions for Alternative 1. In
estimating construction emissions from the project alternatives, it was assumed
that the project area of the marine terminal and the duration of tank retrofit work
construction would be reduced in proportion to the reduced total tank working
capacity in the tank farms. Detailed reduction ratio and emission calculations for
Alternative 1 are also presented in Appendix C. Detailed air quality impact
analysis and health risk assessment for AQ Phase 1 and AQ Phase 2 for the
proposed project and project alternatives are summarized in Section 4.2.3,
Impacts and Mitigation Measures.
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4.2.1.2 Operational Emissions
The project site would be designed to transport and store virgin or partially
refined crude oil. The major emission sources of this project would be the marine
vessels that have onboard main propulsion engines, auxiliary engines, and boilers;
tugboats that also have onboard main and auxiliary engines; rail locomotives;
crude oil storage tanks; and storage terminal equipment (heaters and a thermal
oxidizer) that would be operating on natural gas.
Tankers
The main propulsion engines, auxiliary engines, and the offloading boilers would
be the major emission sources from marine vessels associated with the proposed
project operation. For the purposes of this air quality analysis, vessel emission
calculations were initiated at the pilot station 54 nautical miles from berth. The
emissions were quantified by mode of vessel operation. In general, marine vessels
approach a port area at cruise speed but reduce speed when they are positioned
within a few miles from the port (known as a precautionary area). As the ships
enter the near vicinity of the docking area (within approximately 1 mile), the ships
reduce speed further and maneuver to the berth with the assistance of tugboats.
Generally, this process includes four operating modes: cruising, reduced speed
zone (precautionary zone cruising), maneuvering, and hoteling; as further
described below:
•

Vessels are generally considered to be in the cruising mode while in coastal
waters until entering the precautionary zone and picking up the pilot. Upon
departure, the vessel would be in cruising mode from the pilot drop-off point
out to coastal waters. Emission sources during this transit include the main
propulsion engine and auxiliary engines.

•

Vessel maneuvering mode begins from the pilot pick-up and drop-off point to
and from the berth. Emission sources during this transit include the main
propulsion engine, auxiliary engines, and boilers.

•

Hoteling mode is the time period during which a vessel is at berth; this mode
ends when the vessel leaves the berth. Emission sources while the vessel is at
berth include the ship boilers and auxiliary engines. The main propulsion
engine is turned off during hoteling.

•

Tugboats would be used to assist the vessels during the cruising and
maneuvering modes between the pilot pick-up and drop-off point and the
berth. Tugboat emission sources include the main propulsion engines and
auxiliary engines.

Vessel size, offloading speed, and the number of vessel offloading events in a
given period all play a direct role in air emissions from the marine terminal. To
estimate air quality impacts for the proposed project operation, a facility
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utilization scenario was developed. Actual operation could vary from this
scenario; however, project maximum emissions are not expected to be greater
than the chosen scenario:
•

Eighteen Panamax vessels, which have average capacity of 325,000 barrels
(BBLs) and pumping rate of 33,340 BBLs per hour, would call at the marine
terminal each month following project ramp-up (see additional discussion in
Appendix C) for offloading crude oil.

•

Each marine vessel calling at the marine terminal is expected to have one
boiler, two main propulsion engines (main engines), and two auxiliary
generators (auxiliary engines) onboard.

•

There would be one escort tugboat from the Point Bonita Light/Mile Rock
Light to berth to assist the marine vessel to the dock and back out to the pilot
drop-off point.

•

Two tugboats would be required during docking operations, and one tugboat
would be required during undocking operations.

The combustion of marine diesel fuel in the main engines and auxiliary engines
generates criteria air pollutants, specifically CO, NO x , PM 10 , PM 2.5 , SO x , POC,
and TACs. The emission calculation methodology for vessel engines is a powerbased methodology. It relies on assumptions regarding engine power rating, load
factor, and hours of engine operation during each trip segment. Additionally, the
vessel emission factors obtained from the CARB document, Emissions Estimation
Methodology for Ocean-Going Vessels (2008) was used in combination with the
engine rating, load factors, and hours of engine operation to calculate emissions
from vessel main engines and auxiliary engines. For example, the
cruising/maneuvering times were used in conjunction with engine rating, load
factor, and engine emission factors to quantify vessel emissions during the
cruising and maneuvering modes.
Besides vessel main engines and auxiliary engines, the offloading boiler is also a
primary vessel emission source. Offloading boilers for the proposed project would
be used during the vessel maneuvering and hoteling operation modes. The
combustion of boiler fuel would generate air emissions in the form of CO, NO X ,
PM 10 , PM 2.5 , SO x , POC, and TACs. Boiler emissions during the hoteling mode
were calculated based on project assumptions regarding boiler fuel consumption
and quantity of material offloaded in combination with emission factors obtained
from the EPA publication AP42 - Fuel Oil Combustion (EPA, 2010a). Boiler fuel
consumption estimates are based upon engineering estimations of specific
hydraulic conditions and energy requirements to transfer crude oil from the vessel
to nearby storage tanks. During maneuvering mode, the onboard boilers would be
warming up. For this analysis, the warm up functions were based upon industry
standards for warm-up duration and the estimated load factors. When calculating
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emissions for hoteling mode (offloading emissions), the boiler emission estimates
were adjusted to reflect a safety practice common on tankers whereby flue gases
from the boilers are vented into the vessel crude oil storage tanks. For safety
purposes, some boiler flue gases would be recirculated to the vessel tank
headspace via an inert gas system. These inert gases are contained in the tank
headspace and are not released to atmosphere (via a marine vapor emission
control system, which reduces emissions to negligible quantities) until the vessel
is loaded at its next port call. This practice, required as a safety measure, also
reduces the emissions of boiler exhaust gases at berth. Therefore, boiler emissions
during hoteling mode were estimated with consideration of boiler inerting
savings, fuel consumption estimates, offloading cargo size, and corresponding
emission factors.
Tugboats are normally needed to assist a vessel to the berth and back out to the
pilot drop-off point. For this project, as outlined above, it is expected that one
tugboat would be required from the Point Bonita Light/Mile Rock Light to berth,
to assist the marine vessel to the dock. Once at dock, two tugboats would be
required during docking operation, and one tugboat would be required during
undocking operation. Because tugboats would be used only during vessel
transiting and maneuvering modes, emissions from tugboat main engines and
auxiliary engines were only quantified for these two operational modes.
Emissions from the tugboat main engines and auxiliary engines were calculated
based on the tugboat time in service, as well as assumptions on tugboat engine
power ratings, engine load factors, and the tugboat emission factors, which were
obtained from the CARB document, Emissions Estimation Methodology for
Commercial Harbor Craft Operating in California, Appendix C (CARB, 2007a).
The sulfur content of diesel fuel was assumed to be 15 ppm, which is the
maximum allowable sulfur content in diesel fuel sold in California.
Daily maximum emissions from vessel (main and auxiliary) engines, offloading
boilers, and tugboat (main and auxiliary) engines were calculated using the
assumption that only one vessel would call at the project site per day. Annual
emission rates were then quantified based on the projected number of ship calls
during each year. Detailed emission calculations and assumptions are presented in
Appendix C.
Storage Tanks
Crude oil offloaded from a vessel or delivered to the facility by pipeline from the
Rail Transload Facility would be pumped to aboveground, floating roof
storage/transfer tanks at the proposed project storage terminal. The tanks would
store the crude oil until delivered offsite via pipeline. The project proposes to use
six tanks located at the East Tank Farm and replace 4 existing 500,000 BBL tanks
with four new 200,000 BBL internal floating roof tanks and use the remaining
500,000 BBL internal floating roof tanks in the South Tank Farm. One existing
54,000-BBL nominal capacity tank in the South Tank Farm would be redesigned
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to act as a surge tank to absorb sudden rises of pressure, as well as quickly
provide extra oil during a brief drop in pressure).
Crude oil comes in many different forms, depending on its point of origin. For
purposes of air quality impact analysis, the most relevant characteristic is vapor
pressure. To adequately and conservatively assess the emissions from storage
tanks, the worst-case scenario of crude oil storage with a reid vapor pressure
(RVP) of 10 was assumed for the emission calculations.
Emissions from storage tanks are also affected by the number of times a tank is
emptied and filled (also known as turnover). The estimated turnover per tank
ranged between 12 and 100 turnovers per year.
With the assumptions regarding crude oil vapor pressure, annual tank turnover
rate, and other fittings and instrumentation, the annual VOC and toxic emissions
from storage tanks were calculated using EPA’s publication AP-42 and the
accompanying TANKS emission modeling software program (version 4.0.9d).
Detailed modeling assumptions and the modeling results are summarized in
Appendix C and Appendix D, respectively.
Tanker Loading Operations and Vapor Destruction Units
The primary purpose of the proposed marine berth is crude oil offloading, but
there would be occasions in which crude oil or partially refined crude oil would
be loaded onto tankers. Loading operations are sources of POC emissions and
subject to BAAQMD Regulation 9 Rule 7 requirement for vapor control.
In order to comply with BAAQMD rules and minimize crude vapor emissions
(i.e., POC), the project includes a thermal oxidizer connected to the vessel to
destroy crude vapors that would otherwise be released from the vessel tank during
loading events. It is expected that natural gas would be added to the crude vapor
as make up fuel for combustion in the thermal oxidizer. Emissions of NO x and
CO from combustion of crude vapor and natural gas were quantified by using the
BAAQMD maximum allowable concentration (15 parts per million by volume
[ppmv] for NO x and 400 ppmv CO at 3 percent O 2 ) in combination with the
thermal oxidizer size (rating) and usage. Emissions of POC and TACs were
calculated using BAAQMD maximum allowable crude vapor loss ratio during
offloading events as well as operational assumptions specified in Appendix C.
Emissions of other criteria pollutants (POC, PM 10 and SO 2 ) and toxic air
contaminants from combustion of natural gas in the thermal oxidizer were
quantified based on natural gas usage with emission factors obtained from the
EPA document, AP-42 Chapter 1 – External Combustion (2010b). The total
emissions from thermal oxidizer are the sum of the emissions from the
combustion of crude oil vapor and natural gas during offloading events as well as
the residual uncombusted POC from the vessel loading events.
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Crude Oil Heaters
Five natural gas-fired heaters would be installed at the storage terminal to heat the
product, as necessary. Each heater has a fuel energy input rating of either 3.4 or
12 million British thermal units per hour. Combustion of natural gas in the heaters
would generate emissions of criteria air pollutants, POC, TACs, and metals (such
as arsenic, cadmium, chromium, etc.). Heater emission factors for NO x and CO
were converted from the BAAQMD maximum allowable concentration for
process heaters as designated by Regulation 9, emission limit 9-7-307.2. (15
ppmv for NO x and 400 ppmv CO at 3 percent O 2 ), while the heater emission
factors for the other criteria pollutants, POC, SO x , and PM 10 , and TACs were
obtained from the EPA’s document, AP-42 Chapter 1 – External Combustion,
May 2010. Maximum hourly and annual emissions from heaters were quantified
using the size (rating) and usage of heaters in combination with the corresponding
emission factors.
Locomotives
Locomotives would be used to pull crude oil rail cars from out of state to the Rail
Transload Facility. These locomotives would emit combustion-related pollutants.
Three locomotives are anticipated to be required to bring 100 fully loaded rail
cars along the BNSF rail route to the Rail Transload Facility. Upon arrival at the
Rail Transload Facility, a single locomotive would be used to position the cars for
offloading into the pipeline. Once the rail cars are positioned, all three
locomotives would detach and continue west to the maintenance/fueling facility in
Richmond, CA. During the trip from the Rail Transload Facility to Richmond one
locomotive would be operating with the other two in tow. During the return trip
from Richmond to the Rail Transload Facility two locomotives would be
operating with the third in tow. The locomotives would return from Richmond
once offloading was complete. The maximum 104 empty rail cars would only
require two locomotives to pull out of the region. Locomotive emissions were
analyzed within the boundaries of the BAAQMD, which coincides with the
County line on its eastern boundary. The BNSF rail route crosses the
county/BAAQMD line approximately at Orwood, CA. Locomotive emissions
were calculated based on project assumptions regarding engine tier standards,
throttle positions, duty cycles, and characteristics of rail operations. Emission
factors and locomotive fuel consumption information utilized for locomotive
calculations were obtained from the revised Port of Oakland 2005 Seaport Air
Emissions Inventory (2008). Detailed emission calculation assumptions are
summarized in Appendix C.
Rail Transload Facility
Project emissions from the Rail Transload Facility would result from a dieselpowered locomotive used to position the rail cars prior to offloading and to
reconnect the rail cars once empty. Locomotives would be subject to the federal
emission standards and California’s non-road diesel fuel rule. Detailed emission
calculation assumptions regarding the locomotive operation at the Rail Transload
Facility is provided in Appendix C.
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Fugitive Emissions from Valves, Flanges, and Pumps
Movement of crude oil through imperfect piping and pumps would result in small
amounts of POC vapor leaks. All products handled at the facility would be
transported by pipeline, ship or barge. No products would be transported by truck.
The project would have various piping, pumps, and other components both at the
marine terminal and at the tank farms. The fugitive emissions for each type of
equipment component were calculated based on component count estimates and
standard emission factors for each component type. The project would comply
with BAAQMD rules regulating fugitive emissions from such equipment, thereby
minimizing emissions from these sources.
Vehicle Emissions
Project operation would generate very little vehicular traffic from personally
owned vehicle (POV) commuter trips, company-owned vehicles, and
vendor/delivery vehicles. All crude oil would leave the project facility via
pipelines with no over land trucking required, so minimal truck traffic is expected
to result from project operations. Therefore, a fleet mix that primarily consists of
POV was assumed in assessing the vehicle emissions from the proposed project.
CalEEMod was used to quantify air emissions from vehicles. This program
calculates emissions from vehicle exhaust, tire wear, brake wear, and paved road
dust using model default emission factors and project specific assumptions
regarding trip rates, trip types, and travel lengths. Additional details regarding
vehicle emissions are provided in Appendix C.
4.2.1.3 Air Dispersion Model
Air dispersion modeling analysis was performed per the BAAQMD’s
Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Risks and Hazards and the
BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. The modeling was performed using
the EPA American Meteorological Society/Environmental Protection Agency
Regulatory Model (AERMOD) (Version 12345).
AERMOD uses mathematical formulations to characterize the atmospheric
processes that disperse the project-generated air pollutant. The analysis simulated
the proposed project-related emission sources, taking into consideration physical
characteristics, activity levels, and operational locations of the sources. A variety
of site-specific inputs for emission sources, receptors (i.e., residential receptors),
and site conditions (i.e., meteorological data) were incorporated into AERMOD
for modeling. AERMOD-ready hourly surface meteorological data obtained from
the BAAQMD was used in the AERMOD model as the most representative
meteorological data for dispersion calculations. This meteorological data consist
of parameters, such as wind direction, wind speed, temperature, cloud cover, and
upper-air meteorological temperature data. Both the construction and operational
emissions sources related to the proposed project and alternatives were evaluated
in the AERMOD model. The offsite ground-level concentrations of PM 2.5 , DPM
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(PM 10 ), TACs, and CO (for operational emissions only) at various locations
(receptors) around the project site were calculated in the dispersion modeling and
used to assess the impacts of the proposed project relative to the thresholds of
significance. Appendix C discusses in details the dispersion modeling input and
the modeling methodology.
4.2.1.4 Health Risk Assessment
A HRA was performed as required by BAAQMD Regulation II, Rule 5, New
Source Review, following the California EPA Office of Environmental Health
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment
Guidelines and the BAAQMD Recommended Methods for Screening and
Modeling Local Risk and Hazards. As recommended by OEHHA and BAAQMD,
the CARB HARP model (version 1.4d) and HARP on-ramp (version 1
02.03.2009) were used to perform a HRA for the construction and operations of
the proposed project and alternatives. The HRA analyzed the proposed project
emissions and human exposure to the emissions during a 70-year period from
2013 to 2082 for AQ Phase 1 and from 2014 to 2083 for AQ Phase 2 of the
construction of the proposed project and project alternative, and 2015 to 2084 for
the operations of the proposed project and project alternatives.
The risk model estimates potential cancer and non-cancer risks given a particular
set of air pollutants and concentrations. The cancer risk and chronic non-cancer
analyses were predominantly driven by DPM concentrations and other TAC
emissions from diesel exhaust. However, the HRA considered all TACs that
would be generated from the proposed project, including:
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•

DPM from off-road construction equipment and on-road vehicle exhaust;

•

DPM from the internal combustion of fuel oils (e.g., heavy fuel oil or distillate
fuels, such as diesel) for propulsion and auxiliary power of OGVs and harbor
craft (for all movement of vessels [tugs included] in the shipping lanes [nearberth maneuvering, mooring, and hotel/offloading] and locomotives [near and
within the Rail Transload Facility]);

•

various TACs from the external combustion of distillate fuels in boilers for the
production of steam onboard OGVs;

•

various TACs (benzene, hexane, toluene, and xylene) in fugitive crude oil
emissions released from crude oil storage tanks; and

•

various TACs from the combustion of natural gas and crude oil vapors in
vapor destruction units and heaters.
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As discussed in the previous section, offsite ground-level concentrations from the
project-generated emissions were first estimated by the AERMOD dispersion
model. The maximum 1-hour and annual emissions determined by AERMOD
were then input into HARP for risk calculations and evaluation of potential public
health effects (cancer/non-cancer risks) from TAC emissions attributed to the
construction and the operation of the proposed project and alternative. HRA
modeling results were summarized to include maximum annual (carcinogenic,
and non-carcinogenic) and hourly (acute non-carcinogenic) adverse health effects
from the proposed project’s TAC emissions.
Cancer risks and the chronic non-cancer hazard were assessed for long-term
exposures. According to OEHHA and BAAQMD guidelines, the duration of
exposure to project emissions was taken to be 24 hours per day, 350 days per
year, for 70 years at the residential receptors. The 80th percentile inhalation-only
pathway method was used in the cancer risk analysis, and the chronic non-cancer
hazards were assessed using the high point estimate analysis method. As required
by the BAAQMD, age sensitivity factors, which take into consideration the
increased susceptibility of infants and children to carcinogens as compared to
adults, were also incorporated into the risk analysis.
BAAQMD guidance for HRA requires a cumulative impact analysis for the
proposed project and alternatives. The project-generated PM 2.5 emissions and risk
estimates were combined with the values from other non-project-related emission
sources within 1,000-feet radius of the project’s fence line and compared to the
BAAQMD thresholds of significance for cumulative impact analysis. Nonproject-related emission sources within 1,000 feet include:
•
•
•
•

Delta Diablo Sanitation, 7th Street and Montezuma Street
Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E), 690 West 10th Street
Stripping Workshop, 564 West 10th Street
West 10th Street (vehicle traffic)

Cumulative analysis of PM 2.5 concentration and risk estimates were performed on
both the construction and the operations of the proposed project and alternatives.
Detailed analysis assumptions regarding the non-project-related emission sources
are summarized in Appendix C.
4.2.2 Significance Criteria
Although the BAAQMD’s adoption of significance thresholds for air quality
analysis in 2010 and 2011 are the subject of recent judicial actions, the City of
Pittsburg Planning Department has determined that the last version of BAAQMD
CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (version May, 2011), in combination with
BAAQMD’s Revised Draft Options and Justification Report (BAAQMD, 2010),
provide substantial evidence to support the BAAQMD recommended thresholds
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adopted in May, 2010. Therefore, the Planning Department has determined they
are appropriate for use in this analysis as standards of significance.
For the purposes of this analysis, an impact was considered to be significant and
to require mitigation if it would result in any of the following:
•

Non-compliance with feasible air pollution control measures set forth in
BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (version May, 2012)

•

Emissions in exceedance of the BAAQMD significance threshold levels
adopted in May, 2010, or representing a significant increase when compared
to background levels

•

Exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations

•

A cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standards (including releasing emissions which exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors, as set forth by the CEQA
Guidelines’ Thresholds of Significance adopted by the BAAQMD in May
2010)

•

Creation of objectionable odors

•

Emissions in excess of the federal General Conformity de Minimis
Thresholds, where applicable

•

Operational non-compliance with BAAQMD rules and regulations and,
therefore, inability to pass preconstruction review and receive a permit

4.2.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures
4.2.3.1 Proposed Project
Construction-Related Impacts
Impact Air Quality (AQ)-1: Construction emissions or health risk in excess
of the thresholds of significance identified in the BAAQMD CEQA
Guidelines (AQ Phase 1) (Significant and unavoidable). AQ Phase 1
Construction (October 2013 to September 2014) of the proposed project would
create emissions from construction equipment (POC, NO x , exhaust-related
PM 10 /PM 2.5 ) and fugitive dust (PM 10 /PM 2.5 ). Table 4-6 shows the average daily
unmitigated construction-related emissions anticipated for each year for the
proposed project. A complete breakdown of expected construction emissions per
construction phase is provided in Appendix C. Unmitigated average daily
construction emissions exceed the BAAQMD CEQA thresholds for NO x . The
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Table 4-6: Average Daily1 Unmitigated AQ Phase 1 Construction
Emissions

PM 10
PM 2.5
PM 10 Dust PM 2.5 Dust
Exhaust Exhaust

Pollutant Emissions2

POC

NO x

AQ Phase 1 Totals
(lbs/day3 unmitigated)

37

247

17

17

61

6

Significance Threshold
(lbs/day)

54

54

82

54

BMPs4

BMPs

Exceeds Significance
Threshold (Yes/No)

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

1

Average daily emissions were calculated by dividing total AQ Phase 1 emissions by 365 days for
the period from October 2013 to September 2014.
2
Pollutants:
POC =
precursor organic compounds
NO x =
nitrogen oxide
PM 10 =
particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in diameter
PM 2.5 =
particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter
3
lbs/day = pounds per day
4
BMPs = best management practices

largest source of construction emissions is expected to occur during construction
of the pipeline and four new tanks.
AQ Phase 1 construction activity would be performed using the required best
management practices (BMPs) established by the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines
(2011b) for the control of fugitive dust (both PM 10 and PM 2.5 ) and, therefore,
these emissions would be less than significant as per the BAAQMD CEQA
thresholds of significance. Grading operations during construction would at a
minimum be subject to the following fugitive dust BMPs:
•

Exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles [unless
covered], graded areas, and unpaved access roads) would be watered two
times per day, or as necessary.

•

Haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material offsite would be
covered.

•

Tires of haul trucks would be washed prior to exiting the site, as needed.

•

The entrance/exit points to the site, if unpaved, would be stabilized (e.g., with
base rock).

•

Visible mud or dirt tracked-out onto adjacent public roads would be removed
using wet power vacuum street sweepers at least once per day or as necessary.
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•

All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads would be limited to 15 miles per hour.

•

Grading operations would be sequenced to minimize duration of exposed
areas.

•

Roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved would be completed as soon
as possible, and building pads would be laid as soon as possible after grading
unless seeding or soil binders would be used.

•

Vehicle idling times would be minimized either by shutting equipment off
when not in use and/or reducing the maximum idling time to 5 minutes.

•

Construction equipment would be maintained and properly tuned in
accordance with manufacturer’s specifications.

•

A publicly visible sign would be posted, with the telephone number and
person to contact regarding dust complaints. This person would respond
within 48 hours and take corrective action as appropriate. The BAAQMD’s
phone number would be visible to ensure compliance with applicable
regulations.

As described in Chapter 2.0: Proposed Project and Alternatives, Section 2.7.2,
Environmental Commitment AQ-1 commits the project to complying with the
above BMPs. Additional construction related BMPs that would assist in fugitive
dust control would be required and documented in a project-specific construction
stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP). The construction SWPPP would
be prepared prior to start of construction and would remain in effect throughout
the construction period (see Section 2.7.13, Environmental Commitment WR-1).
Unmitigated construction-related health risk from the proposed project (as shown
in Table 4-7) would result in risk levels below the BAAQMD’s thresholds of
significance. Health risks resulting from unmitigated AQ Phase 1 construction of
the proposed project and existing surrounding emission sources (i.e., cumulative
construction-related health risks) are provided in Table 4-8. As indicated in Table
4-8, cumulative significance thresholds are significantly higher than individual
project thresholds, and cumulative impacts during construction are less than
significant for all significance thresholds.
With mitigation (see Mitigation Measure AQ-1), the AQ Phase 1 constructionrelated ambient PM 2.5 concentration increase and health risk would be reduced.
Average daily construction-related NO x emissions for AQ Phase 1 would also be
reduced with mitigation, but would remain above the BAAQMD CEQA
threshold, and therefore, would remain significant under CEQA.
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Table 4-7: Unmitigated Project AQ Phase 1 Construction-related
Health Risk
Cancer
Risk (in
a
million)

Chronic
Hazard Index

Acute Hazard
Index1

PM 2.5 Increase
(micrograms
per cubic
meter)2

Proposed Project

4.37

0.010

0.0

0.05

Significance Threshold

10

1.0

1.0

0.3

Exceeds Significance
Threshold (Yes/No)

No

No

No

No

1

The only construction toxin modeled was diesel particulate matter which is not an acute toxin
within the Rail Transload Facility.
2
Occurs at resident location (596975E, 4209375N).

Table 4-8: Unmitigated Cumulative AQ Phase 1 Construction-related
Health Risk

Cancer Risk (in a
million)

Chronic Hazard
Index

PM 2.5 Increase
(micrograms per
cubic meter)1

Proposed Project

52.0

0.115

0.214

Significance
Threshold

100

10.0

0.8

Exceeds Significance
Threshold (Yes/No)

No

No

No

1

PM 2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter
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Mitigation Measure AQ-1: Utilize equipment with Tier II engines or
newer for AQ Phase 1 construction activities occurring before
commencement of rail operations. Under this mitigation measure, the
construction contractor shall be responsible for supplying construction
equipment with Tier II engines or newer for construction activities
associated with AQ Phase I (or all construction activities occurring prior
to commencement of rail operations). If the required equipment is not
available, the contractor shall be required to provide documentation
showing that equipment with a Tier II or newer engine is not available
within 200 miles of the project site. (Transporting Tier II equipment
longer distances would neutralize the emissions benefit gained by its use
on site). Table 4-9 shows a summary of the calculated average daily
mitigated (Tier II engines or newer) construction emissions, Table 4-10
provides the mitigated construction-related health risks, and Table 4-11
provides the health risks resulting from construction with mitigation and
surrounding emission sources (i.e., cumulative construction-related health
risks with mitigation).
The proposed mitigation is expected to reduce the construction-related
PM 10 and PM 2.5 exhaust emissions, cancer health risks and chronic health
hazard. Construction-related NO x emissions is also expected to be
reduced, but would remain above the BAAQMD CEQA threshold, and
therefore, would remain significant under CEQA. It should be noted that
with the proposed mitigation, the average daily construction-related POC
emissions are expected to be increased, and would exceed the BAAQMD
CEQA threshold. This emission increase is due to the tradeoff of engine
emission levels that Tier II off-road engines generally result in lower
PM 10 , PM 2.5 and NO x emission rates, but higher POC emissions rates, as
compared to Tier I off-road engines.
Impact AQ-2: Construction emissions or health risk in excess of the
thresholds of significance identified in the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (AQ
Phase 2). (Significant and unavoidable.) Although this impact is intended to
address construction emissions only, as previously described in Section 4.2.1.1,
AQ Phase 2 activities (expected to occur between October 2014 to October 2015)
associated with the proposed project contemplates emissions from construction
equipment (POC, NO x , exhaust-related PM 10 /PM 2.5 ), fugitive dust (PM 10 /PM 2.5 ),
and operation of four 200,000 BBL tanks, locomotives, and the Rail Transload
Facility. The following analysis takes into account not only the construction
emissions associated with AQ Phase 2, but also the operational emissions
associated with the completed AQ Phase 1, resulting in a conservative emissions
analysis for AQ Phase 2, as a whole. Table 4-12 shows the average daily
unmitigated construction-related emissions anticipated for AQ Phase 2. A
complete breakdown of expected construction emissions per construction phase is
provided in Appendix D. Unmitigated average daily construction emissions
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Table 4-9: Average Daily1 Mitigated AQ Phase 1 Construction
Emissions
PM 10
PM 2.5
PM 10 Dust PM 2.5 Dust
Exhaust Exhaust

Pollutant Emissions2:

POC

NO x

AQ Phase 1 Totals
(lbs/day mitigated)3

61

173

8

8

61

6

Significance Threshold

54

54

82

54

BMPs4

BMPs

Exceeds Significance
Threshold (Yes/No)

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

1

Average daily emissions were calculated by dividing total AQ Phase 1 emissions by 365 days for
the period from October 2013 to September 2014.
2
Pollutants:
POC =
precursor organic compounds
NO x =
nitrogen oxide
PM 10 =
particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in diameter
PM 2.5 =
particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter
3
lbs/day = pounds per day
4
BMPs = best management practices

Table 4-10: Mitigated Project AQ Phase 1 Construction-related Health
Risk

Cancer Risk
(in a million)

Chronic
Hazard
Index

Acute Hazard
Index1

PM 2.5 Increase
(micrograms
per cubic
meter)2

Proposed Project

1.58

0.0036

0.0

0.0183

Significance
Threshold

10

1.0

1.0

0.3

Exceeds
Significance
Threshold
(Yes/No)

No

No

No

No

1

The only construction toxin modeled was DPM, which is not an acute toxin at or within the Rail
Transload Facility.
2
PM 2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter
3
Occurs at resident location (596975E, 4209375N).
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Table 4-11: Mitigated Cumulative AQ Phase 1 Construction-related
Health Risk

Cancer Risk (in a
million)

Chronic Hazard
Index

PM 2.5 Increase
(micrograms per
cubic meter)1

Proposed Project

49.3

0.109

0.182

Significance
Threshold

100

10.0

0.8

Exceeds Significance
Threshold (Yes/No)

No

No

No

1

PM 2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter

Table 4-12: Average Daily1 Unmitigated AQ Phase 2 Construction
Emissions

Pollutant Emissions2:

POC NO x

PM 10
PM 2.5
PM 10 Dust PM 2.5 Dust
Exhaust Exhaust

AQ Phase 2 Totals
(lbs/day unmitigated)

64

275

18

18

37

4

Significance Threshold

54

54

82

54

BMPs4

BMPs

Exceeds Significance
Threshold (Yes/No)

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

1

Average daily emissions were calculated by dividing total AQ Phase 2 emissions by 395 days for
the period from October 2014 to October 2015.
2
Pollutants:
POC =
precursor organic compounds
NO x =
nitrogen oxide
PM 10 =
particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in diameter
PM 2.5 =
particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter
3
lbs/day = pounds per day
4
BMPs = best management practices
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exceed the BAAQMD CEQA thresholds for POC and NO x . The largest source of
construction emissions is expected to be tug and barge emissions during
construction of the wharf and other marine features.
Construction operations would be performed using the required BMPs established
by the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (2011b) for the control of fugitive dust (both
PM 10 and PM 2.5 ) and, therefore, these emissions would be less than significant, as
per the BAAQMD CEQA thresholds of significance. Fugitive dust BMPs are the
same as those described for AQ Phase 1 construction, described above (see
Chapter 2.0: Proposed Project and Alternatives, Section 2.7.2, Environmental
Commitment AQ-1.)
Unmitigated AQ Phase 2 construction-related health risk from the proposed
project (as shown in Table 4-13) would result in risk levels below the
BAAQMD’s thresholds of significance. Health risks resulting from unmitigated
AQ Phase 2 construction of the proposed project and existing surrounding
emission sources (i.e., cumulative construction-related health risks) are provided
in Table 4-14. As indicated in Table 4-14, cumulative impacts during construction
are less than significant for all significance thresholds.
With mitigation (see Mitigation Measure AQ-2), the AQ Phase 2 constructionrelated ambient PM 2.5 concentration and health risk would be reduced and would
remain below the thresholds of significance. Average daily construction-related
NO x and PM 10 exhaust, and PM 2.5 exhaust emissions would also be reduced with
mitigation, but NO x emissions would remain above the BAAQMD CEQA
threshold, and therefore, would remain significant under CEQA. Under this
mitigated scenario, average daily construction-related POC emissions would
increase and would exceed the BAAQMD CEQA threshold for AQ Phase 2;
therefore, POC would remain significant under CEQA. As mentioned in the
Mitigation AQ-1, the emission increase of POC with the proposed mitigation is
due to the tradeoff of emission levels for Tier II off-road engines, as compared to
Tier I off-road engines. Thus, this impact would be significant and unavoidable
for POC and NO x emissions.
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Table 4-13: Unmitigated Project AQ Phase 2 Construction-related
Health Risk
Cancer
Risk (in
a
million)

Chronic
Hazard Index

Acute Hazard
Index

PM 2.5 Increase
(micrograms
per cubic
meter)1

Proposed Project
(Construction and
Operation)

8.80

0.0036

0.072

0.0182

Significance Threshold

10

1.0

1.0

0.3

Exceeds Significance
Threshold (Yes/No)

No

No

No

No

1

PM 2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter
Occurs at resident location (597300E, 4209375N).

2

Table 4-14: Unmitigated Cumulative AQ Phase 2 Construction-related
Health Risk

Cancer Risk (in a
million)

Chronic Hazard
Index

PM 2.5 Increase
(micrograms per
cubic meter)1

Proposed Project

56.5

0.109

0.182

Significance
Threshold

100

10.0

0.8

Exceeds Significance
Threshold (Yes/No)

No

No

No

1

PM 2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter
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Mitigation Measure AQ-2: Utilize equipment with Tier II engines or
newer for AQ Phase 2 construction activities occurring after
commencement of rail operations. Under this mitigation measure, the
construction contractor shall be responsible for supplying construction
equipment with Tier II engines or newer for construction activities
associated with AQ Phase 2 (or all construction activities occurring after
commencement of rail operations). If the required equipment is not
available, the contractor shall be required to provide documentation
showing that equipment with a Tier II or newer engine is not available
within 200 miles of the project site. (Transporting Tier II equipment
longer distances would neutralize the emissions benefit gained by its use
on site). Table 4-15 shows a summary of the calculated average daily
mitigated (Tier II engines or newer) construction emissions, Table 4-16
provides the mitigated construction-related health risks, and Table 4-17
provides the health risks resulting from construction with mitigation and
surrounding emission sources (i.e., cumulative construction-related health
risks with mitigation).
Table 4-15: Average Daily1 Mitigated AQ Phase 2 Construction
Emissions
PM 10
PM 2.5
PM 10 Dust PM 2.5 Dust
Exhaust Exhaust

Pollutant Emissions2:

POC

NO x

AQ Phase 2 Totals
(lbs/day mitigated)

85

208

10

10

37

4

Significance Threshold

54

54

82

54

BMPs4

BMPs

Exceeds Significance
Threshold (Yes/No)

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

1

Average daily emissions were calculated by dividing total emissions for AQ Phase 2 by 395 days
for the period from October 2014 to October 2015.
2
Pollutants:
POC =
precursor organic compounds
NO x =
nitrogen oxide
PM 10 =
particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in diameter
PM 2.5 =
particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter
3
lbs/day = pounds per day
4
BMPs = best management practices
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Figure 4-16: Mitigated Project AQ Phase 2 Construction-related
Health Risk

Cancer Risk (in
a million)

Chronic
Hazard
Index

Acute Hazard
Index

PM 2.5 Increase
(micrograms
per cubic
meter)1

Proposed Project

8.73

0.003

0.072

0.017

Significance
Threshold

10

1.0

1.0

0.3

Exceeds
Significance
Threshold
(Yes/No)

No

No

No

No

1

PM 2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter
Occurs at resident location (597300E, 4209375N).

2

Table 4-17: Mitigated Cumulative Project AQ Phase 2 Constructionrelated Health Risk

Cancer Risk (in a
million)

Chronic Hazard
Index

PM 2.5 Increase
(micrograms per
cubic meter)1

Proposed Project

56.4

0.108

0.181

Significance
Threshold

100

10.0

0.8

Exceeds Significance
Threshold (Yes/No)

No

No

No

1

PM 2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter
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Operational Impacts
Impact AQ-3: Operations emissions in excess of the thresholds of significance
identified in the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (Less than significant with
mitigation). Table 4-18 provides a summary of expected average daily and
maximum annual emissions from operation of the proposed project. The
unmitigated proposed project is expected to produce NO x and POC emissions in
excess of the significance threshold. PM 10 and PM 2.5 are expected to be less than
the significance threshold. Operation of the proposed project would not include
exposed soil; and therefore, fugitive dust is expected to be negligible.
Table 4-19 shows the calculated average 8-hour and average 1-hour local CO
concentration increases resulting from the proposed project. Both the 8-hour and
1-hour local CO concentration increases are expected to remain below the
BAAQMD significance threshold, and are therefore, considered less than
significant. Additionally, as shown in Table 4-5, the highest recently recorded CO
concentrations at nearby monitoring stations are 1.44 ppm and 4.6 ppm for the 8hour and 1-hour averages, respectively. Therefore, the proposed project and
existing background concentrations would not combine to exceed the BAAQMD
significance threshold.
Table 4-18: Proposed Project Unmitigated Operational Emissions

Total Pollutant
Emissions1
Proposed
Project
Significance
Threshold
Exceeds
Significance
Threshold
(Yes/No)

Average Daily Emissions
(pounds per day)

Maximum Annual Emissions
(tons per year)

POC

NO x

PM 10

PM 2.5

POC

NO x

PM 10

PM 2.5

236

1,747

60

40

43

319

11

7.3

54

54

82

54

10

10

15

10

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

1

Pollutants:
POC = precursor organic compounds
NO x = nitrogen oxide
PM 10 = particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in diameter
PM 2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter
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Table 4-19: Proposed Project Operational Local CO Concentration
8-Hour Average (parts
per million)

1-Hour Average (parts
per million)

Proposed Project

0.075

0.137

Significance Threshold
Exceeds Significance
Threshold (Yes/No)

9.0

20.0

No

No

Mitigation Measure AQ-3: Secure emission reduction credits (ERCs)
to offset NO x and POC emissions. Proposed project NO x and POC
emissions shall be fully offset through the purchase of equivalent ERCs.
Per BAAQMD Regulations 2-2-215, 302, and 303, the proposed project is
required to provide operational emission offsets in the form of ERCs on a
pollutant-specific basis for increased emissions of nonattainment
pollutants in excess of specified thresholds. Per regulations, POC
emissions and NO x emissions would be offset with ERCs at a ratio of
1.15:1.0. Over the years, tug boat and rail locomotive engine emission
standards tend to become more stringent. Starting in 2027, it was assumed
that Tier IV emission standards would be in place for both of these
sources. Marine vessel emissions are also expected to become cleaner over
time; however, no regulatory emission standard has been approved
internationally for PM 10 /PM 2.5 . Table 4-20 summarizes the mitigated
proposed project operational emissions which also reflect the Tier IV
engine standards, which would be less than significant under CEQA.
Table 4-20: Proposed Project Mitigated Operational Emissions

Total Pollutant
Emissions1:
Proposed Project
Significance
Threshold
Exceeds
Significance
Threshold
(Yes/No)

Average Daily Emissions
(pounds per day)

Maximum Annual Emissions
(tons per year)

POC

NO x

PM 10

PM 2.5

POC

NO x

PM 10

PM 2.5

0

0

53

33

0

0

9.6

6.0

54

54

82

54

10

10

15

10

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

1

Pollutants:
POC = precursor organic compounds
NO x = nitrogen oxide
PM 10 = particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in diameter
PM 2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter
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Impact AQ-4: Health risk from project operations in excess of the thresholds
of significance identified in the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. (Less than
significant.) Table 4-21 shows the maximum project-related increase in health
risk for residential receptors. The project-related increase in health risk is less
than the CEQA threshold for all health risk categories. Figure 4-3: Incremental
Cancer Risk for Residential Receptors over a 70-Year Period for the Proposed
Project shows the risk contours related to operation emissions. The risk contours
are created based on a conservative assumption that residents’ location would not
change over 70 years. The cancer risk related to the proposed project operation is
less than the significance threshold of 10 in a million at all residential points. The
maximum cancer risk (9.5 in a million) in a residential location is at coordinates
597625E, 4210750N, located near the marina. Although the project would result
in locations with a calculated cancer risk greater than 10 in a million, these
locations are either over the water or in other non-residential areas. Similarly,
Figure 4-4: Ambient PM 2.5 Concentration Increase for the Proposed Project
shows that the ambient increase is below the significance threshold at all
residential locations.
Table 4-21: Project-related Maximum Residential Health Risk
Increase

Proposed
Project1
Significance
Threshold
Exceeds
Significance
Threshold
(Yes/No)

Cancer Risk
(in a million)

Non-Cancer
Risk Hazard
Index
(Chronic)

Non-Cancer
Risk Hazard
Index (Acute)

Ambient PM 2.5
Increase2 (µg/m3)3

9.5

0.013

0.088

0.018

10.0

1.0

1.0

0.3

No

No

No

No

1

Reported risk based on maximum calculated risk at a residential location (597625E, 4210750N).
PM 2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter
3
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
2

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation required.
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Impact AQ-5: Cumulative criteria pollutant health risk in excess of the
thresholds of significance identified in the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines.
(Less than significant.) Four emissions sources were documented within 1,000
feet of the proposed project boundary as described in Section 4.2.1.4 and
Appendix C. These sources include Delta Diablo Sanitation, PG&E, Stripping
Workshop, and West 10th Street. Table 4-22 provides the data for the proposed
project and surrounding sources for cancer risk, chronic hazard index, and
ambient PM 2.5 concentration increase. Cumulative risks of the proposed project
and the four surrounding sources would not result in cumulative emissions in
excess of BAAQMD thresholds.
Table 4-22: Proposed Project Cumulative Health Risk
Cancer Risk (in a
million)

Hazard Index
(Chronic)

PM 2.5 (µg/m3)1

Proposed Project
and Surrounding
Sources

57.2

0.118

0.182

Significance
Threshold

100

10.0

0.8

Exceeds
Significance
Threshold
(Yes/No)

No

No

No

1

PM 2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation required.
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Impact AQ-6: Creation of objectionable odors (Less than significant). The
nature of the proposed project operations, in particular the storage and transfer of
crude and partially refined petroleum products, may create odors that could be
detected in existing neighborhoods, particularly just east of the East Tank Farm.
Odors could be created if oils stored in the tanks volatilize, that is, if odorous
chemicals are emitted from the storage tank into the air and their resulting ground
level concentrations after dilution remain high enough to be detected by residents.
The proposed facility would store crude oil and partially-refined crude oil, both of
which comprise a complex mixture of hydrocarbon compounds. The
hydrocarbons in these oils are largely “heavy,” which means that they do not tend
to volatilize. In addition, as described in Chapter 2.0: Proposed Project and
Alternatives, all tanks would be upgraded or built with new internal floating roofs,
new and existing external fixed roofs, and associated seals that would serve as the
primary system for controlling emissions and preventing oils from volatilizing
into the environment. Floating roofs with primary and secondary seals are
considered the BACT for crude oil tanks by the BAAQMD, and would be
incorporated into applicable permits from the BAAQMD for Terminal operations.
The proposed tank farms have been previously used to store petroleum products
when operated by PG&E. Interviews with former PG&E employees indicate that
odor complaints were not a common occurrence. Even with the former fixed-roof
configuration that was in use at the time, complaints received by PG&E were
considerably less than five complaints per year, the significance threshold set by
the BAAQMD. The new floating roofs and primary and secondary seals are
anticipated to reduce odors even further below the levels experienced during
historical operations by PG&E. Therefore, even given the proximity of the
residential community, the proposed project is not expected to create odors that
would generate complaints above the threshold frequency.
Mitigation Measure: No mitigation required.
Impact AQ-7: Emissions in exceedance of the General Conformity de
Minimis Thresholds (Less than significant). Approval of the proposed project
would not be dependent on federal funding or action and would, therefore, be
excluded from the General Conformity Rule. As such, the General Conformity de
Minimis Thresholds would not be not applicable and the proposed project is
considered less than significant for this criterion.
Mitigation Measure: No mitigation required.

WesPac Pittsburg Energy Infrastructure Project
Recirculated Draft EIR

July 2013
4.0-63

Comment Letter B6
4.0 Air Quality

City of Pittsburg

Impact AQ-8: Operational non-compliance with BAAQMD rules and
regulations and, therefore, inability to pass pre-construction review and
receive a permit (Less than significant). Emissions related to the operation of
the proposed project would meet the BAAQMD rules and requirements, and
necessary operating permit(s) would be obtained from the BAAQMD.
Mitigation Measure: No mitigation required.
4.2.3.2 Alternative 1: Reduced Onshore Storage Capacity
Construction-related Impacts
Impact AQ-9: Construction emissions or health risk in excess of the
thresholds of significance identified in the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines
(Significant and unavoidable). AQ Phase 1 construction (October 2013 to
September 2014) for Alternative 1 is expected to be the same as AQ Phase 1, for
the proposed project. Refer to Impact AQ-1 and Mitigation Measure AQ-1 for a
discussion of these impacts. AQ Phase 2 construction (October 2014 to October
2015) of Alternative 1 would create similar but somewhat less total emissions as
compared to the proposed project. Table 4-23 shows the average daily
unmitigated construction-related emissions for AQ Phase 2 construction. A
complete breakdown of expected construction emissions per construction phase is
provided in Appendix D. Average daily construction emissions under Alternative
1 would be slightly less than the proposed project, but would remain above the
BAAQMD CEQA thresholds for POC and NO x . Similar to the proposed project,
construction of Alternative 1 would be performed under BMPs for the control of
fugitive dust (both PM 10 and PM 2.5 ), and therefore, these emissions would be less
than significant per the BAAQMD CEQA thresholds of significance.
Alternative 1 construction-related health risks and ambient PM 2.5 increase are
summarized in Table 4-24. Similar to the proposed project, both the health risk
and the ambient PM 2.5 increase are below the thresholds of significance. As
indicated in the modeling output in Appendix D, Alternative 1’s total unmitigated
annual emissions of POC, NO x , exhaust PM 10, and exhaust PM 2.5 throughout AQ
Phase 2 are reduced from the proposed project by 9 percent, 4 percent, 5 percent,
and 5 percent, respectively. It should be noted that although the construction
emissions of Alternative 1 would be lower than those of the proposed project, a
smaller construction area would be involved for Alternative 1. Therefore, the
construction-generated ambient PM 2.5 concentration increase is expected to be
approximately the same as that of the proposed project, as shown in Table 4-13.
Cumulative health risk impacts resulting from the construction of Alternative 1
and existing surrounding emission sources are provided in Table 4-25.
Cumulative impacts during construction are less than significant for all
thresholds.
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Table 4-23: Average Daily1 Unmitigated AQ Phase 2 Construction
Emissions for Alternative 1

PM 10
PM 2.5
PM 10 Dust PM 2.5 Dust
Exhaust Exhaust

Pollutant Emissions2:

POC

NO x

AQ Phase 2 Totals
(lbs/day unmitigated)

58

263

17

17

31

3

54

54

82

54

BMPs4

BMPs

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

Significance Threshold
Exceeds Significance
Threshold (Yes/No)
1

Average daily emissions were calculated by dividing total AQ Phase 2 emissions by 365 days for
the period from October 2014 to October 2015.
2
Pollutants:
POC =
precursor organic compounds
NO x =
nitrogen oxide
PM 10 =
particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in diameter
PM 2.5 =
particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter
3
lbs/day = pounds per day
4
BMPs = best management practices

Table 4-24: Unmitigated AQ Phase 2 Construction-related Health Risk
for Alternative 1
Cancer
Risk (in a
million)

Chronic
Hazard
Index

Acute Hazard
Index

PM 2.5 Increase
(micrograms per
cubic meter)1

Alternative 1

8.79

0.0036

0.072

0.0182

Significance
Threshold

10

1.0

1.0

0.3

Exceeds
Significance
Threshold
(Yes/No)

No

No

No

No

1

PM 2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter
Occurs at resident location (597300E, 4209375N).
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Table 4-25: Unmitigated Cumulative AQ Phase 2 Construction-related
Health Risks for Alternative 1

Cancer Risk (in
a million)

Chronic
Hazard Index

PM 2.5 Increase
(micrograms per cubic
meter)1

Alternative 1

56.5

0.108

0.182

Significance
Threshold

100

10.0

0.8

Exceeds Significance
Threshold (Yes/No)

No

No

No

1

PM 2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter

Mitigation Measure AQ-4: Utilize construction equipment with Tier
II engines or newer. Discussion of this mitigation measure is provided
above for Impact AQ-1 and AQ-2. Table 4-26 provides the calculated
average daily mitigated construction emissions, Table 4-27 provides the
mitigated construction-related health risks, and Table 4-28 provides the
health risks associated with Alternative 1 mitigated construction and
surrounding emission sources (cumulative construction-related health risks
with mitigation).
Construction-related PM 10 and PM 2.5 exhaust emissions, health risk, and
the ambient PM 2.5 concentration increase would be reduced with the
proposed mitigation and would remain less than the significance threshold.
Construction-related NO x emissions would also be reduced with
mitigation, but would remain above the BAAQMD CEQA threshold.
Construction-related POC emissions would be increased with the proposed
mitigation and remain above the BAAQMD CEQA threshold due to the
tradeoff of engine emission levels for Tier II off-road engines, as
discussed in the above sections. Therefore, these two criteria (POC and
NO x ) would remain significant under CEQA.
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Table 4-26: Average Daily1 Mitigated AQ Phase 2 Construction
Emissions for Alternative 1
PM 10
PM 2.5
PM 10 Dust PM 2.5 Dust
Exhaust Exhaust

Pollutant Emissions2:

POC

NO x

AQ Phase 2 Totals
(lbs/day mitigated)

78

201

10

10

31

3

Significance Threshold

54

54

82

54

BMPs4

BMPs

Exceeds Significance
Threshold (Yes/No)

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

1

Average daily emissions were calculated by dividing total AQ Phase 2 emissions by 365 days for
the period from October 2014 to October 2015.
2
Pollutants:
POC = precursor organic compounds
NO x = nitrogen oxide
PM 10 = particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in diameter
PM 2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter
3
lbs/day = pounds per day
4
BMPs = best management practices

Table 4-27: Mitigated AQ Phase 2 Construction-related Health Risk
for Alternative 1

Cancer Risk (in
a million)

Chronic
Hazard
Index

Acute Hazard
Index

PM 2.5 Increase
(micrograms
per cubic
meter)1

Alternative 1

8.73

0.0034

0.072

0.0172

Significance
Threshold

10

1.0

1.0

0.3

Exceeds
Significance
Threshold
(Yes/No)

No

No

No

No

1

PM 2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter
Occurs at resident location (597300E, 4209375N).
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Table 4-28: Mitigated Cumulative AQ Phase 2 Construction-related
Health Risk for Alternative 1

Cancer Risk (in a
million)

Chronic Hazard
Index

PM 2.5 Increase
(micrograms per
cubic meter)1

Alternative 1

56.4

0.108

0.181

Significance
Threshold

100

10.0

0.8

Exceeds Significance
Threshold (Yes/No)

No

No

No

1

PM 2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter

Operational Impacts
Impact AQ-10: Operations emissions in excess of the thresholds of
significance identified in the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (Less than
significant with mitigation). Table 4-29 provides a summary of expected
emissions from operation of Alternative 1. It is estimated that Alternative 1 would
reduce total annual POC, NO x , PM 10 (exhaust and fugitive) and PM 2.5 (exhaust
and fugitive) emissions by approximately 18 percent, 16 percent, 11 percent, and
16 percent, respectively. Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 1 is expected
to produce NO x and POC emissions in excess of the significance threshold. PM 10 ,
PM 2.5 , and PM 10 /PM 2.5 (fugitive dust only) are expected to be less than the
significance thresholds.
Table 4-30 shows the calculated average 8-hour and average 1-hour local CO
concentrations resulting from Alternative 1. Both the 8-hour and 1-hour local CO
concentrations are the same as the proposed project and are expected to remain
below the BAAQMD significance threshold, including the addition of existing
background concentrations (refer to Impact AQ-3).
Operations-related NO x and POC emissions would be fully offset under this
mitigation measure, and, therefore, would be below the BAAQMD CEQA
threshold and less than significant under CEQA.
Mitigation Measure AQ-5: Secure ERCs to offset NO x and POC
emissions. Refer to discussion in Impact AQ-3 above. Table 4-31 provides
the mitigated operational emissions for Alternative 1.

July 2013
4.0-68

WesPac Pittsburg Energy Infrastructure Project
Recirculated Draft EIR

Comment Letter B6
City of Pittsburg

4.0 Air Quality

Table 4-29: Unmitigated Operational Emissions for Alternative 1

Total
Pollutant
Emissions1:
Proposed
Project
Significance
Threshold
Exceeds
Significance
Threshold
(Yes/No)

Average Daily Emissions
(pounds per day)

Maximum Annual Emissions
(tons per year)

POC

NO x

PM 10

PM 2.5

POC

NO x

PM 10

PM 2.5

194

1,466

53

34

35

268

9.8

6.1

54

54

82

54

10

10

15

10

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

1

Pollutants:
POC =
precursor organic compounds
NO x =
nitrogen oxide
PM 10 =
particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in diameter
PM 2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter

Table 4-30: Operational Local CO Concentration for Alternative 1
8-Hour Average (parts
per million)

1-Hour Average (parts
per million)

Alternative 1

0.075

0.137

Significance Threshold
Exceeds Significance
Threshold (Yes/No)

9.0

20.0

No

No
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Table 4-31: Mitigated Operational Emissions for Alternative 1

Total
Pollutant
Emissions1:
Proposed
Project
Significance
Threshold
Exceeds
Significance
Threshold
(Yes/No)

Average Daily Emissions
(pounds per day)

Maximum Annual Emissions
(tons per year)

POC

NO x

PM 10

PM 2.5

POC

NO x

PM 10

PM 2.5

0

0

47

27

0

0

8.6

5.0

54

54

82

54

10

10

15

10

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

1

Pollutants:
POC =
precursor organic compounds
NO x =
nitrogen oxide
PM 10 =
particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in diameter
PM 2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter

Impact AQ-11: Health risk from project operations in excess of the
thresholds of significance identified in the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (Less
than significant). Table 4-32 shows the maximum residential increase in health
risks for Alternative 1. Figure 4-5: Incremental Cancer Risk for Residential
Receptors over a 70-Year Period for Alternative 1 shows the risk contours related
to operation. The cancer risk is less than the significance threshold of 10 in a
million at all residential points. The maximum cancer risk for this alternative in a
residential location (7.29 in a million) is at coordinates 597625E, 4210750N, near
the marina.
Similar to the proposed project, Alternative 1 would result in locations with a
calculated cancer risk greater than 10 in a million. These locations are either over
the water or in other non-residential areas. Also similar to the proposed project,
Figure 4-6: Ambient PM 2.5 Concentration Increase for Alternative 1, shows that
the ambient increase is below the threshold at all residential locations.
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Table 4-32: Maximum Residential Health Risk for Alternative 1

Alternative 11
Significance
Threshold
Exceeds
Significance
Threshold
(Yes/No)

Cancer Risk
(in a
million)

Non-Cancer
Risk Hazard
Index (Chronic)

Non-Cancer
Risk Hazard
Index (Acute)

Ambient PM 2.5
Increase2 (µg/m3)

7.29

0.011

0.087

0.015

10.0

1.0

1.0

0.3

No

No

No

No

1

Reported risk based on maximum calculated risk at a residential location (597625E, 4210750N).
PM 2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic
meter
2

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation required.
Impact AQ-12: Cumulative criteria pollutant health risk in excess of the
thresholds of significance identified in the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (Less
than significant). Cumulative health risks associated with Alternative 1 would be
similar to, but somewhat less than, those of the proposed project. Table 4-33
provides the data for Alternative 1 and surrounding sources for cancer risk,
chronic hazard index, and PM 2.5 increase. Cumulative risks for Alternative 1 and
the four surrounding sources would not result in cumulative emissions in excess
of BAAQMD thresholds.
Table 4-33: Cumulative Health Risk for Alternative 1

Alternative 1 and
Surrounding Sources
Significance Threshold
Exceeds Significance
Threshold (Yes/No)

Cancer Risk (in a
million)

Chronic Hazard
Index

PM 2.5
Increase
(micrograms
per cubic
meter)1

55.0

0.115

0.179

100

10.0

0.8

No

No

No

1

PM 2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures required.
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Impact AQ-13: Creation of objectionable odors (Less than significant).
Similar to the proposed project, the nature of the project operations under
Alternative 1 has the potential to create odors in excess of concentrations that may
cause odor complaints. However, the proposed South Tank Farm has been
previously used to store petroleum products when operated by PG&E. As stated
under Impact AQ-6, interviews with former PG&E employees indicate that odor
complaints were not a common occurrence and were considerably less than the
five complaints per year significance threshold set by the BAAQMD. Alternative
1 would include replacement of 4 existing tanks and refurbishment of all other
remaining tanks (except for those located in within the East Tank Farm). All new
or retrofitted tanks would have fixed external roofs and be fitted with floating
internal roofs with primary and secondary seals, as per the latest industry
standards for emission control. This is anticipated to reduce odors below the
levels experienced during operations by PG&E. Therefore, Alternative 1 is not
expected to create odors that would generate complaints above the threshold
frequency. In addition, Alternative 1 would not include the use of storage tanks
within the East Tank Farm. The East Tank Farm is the area of the project closest
to residences; therefore, Alternative 1 would be expected to even further reduce
the likelihood of objectionable odor beyond that expected under the proposed
project.
Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures required.
Impact AQ-14: Emissions in exceedance of the General Conformity de
Minimis Thresholds (Less than significant). Approval of Alternative 1 would
not be dependent on federal funding or action and would, therefore, be excluded
from the General Conformity rule. As such, the General Conformity de Minimis
Thresholds would not be applicable, and the proposed project is considered less
than significant for this criterion.
Mitigation Measure: No mitigation required.
Impact AQ-15: Operational non-compliance with BAAQMD rules and
regulations and, therefore, inability to pass pre-construction review and
receive a permit. (Less than significant.) Emissions related to the operation of
Alternative 1 would be expected to meet the BAAQMD rules and requirements,
and it would be expected that the necessary operating permit(s) can be applied for
and granted from the BAAQMD.
Mitigation Measure: No mitigation required.
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4.2.3.3 Alternative 2: No Project
Under this alternative, construction and operation of the proposed project would
not occur. Emissions, health risk, and odors would not be generated above current
existing levels.
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5.0 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
This chapter describes existing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions regulations and
analyzes the project’s potential impact on regional and global GHG conditions.
Additional related discussion is presented in Chapter 4.0: Air Quality.
Guidelines and key sources of data used in the preparation of this chapter include:
•

•
•
•
•

5.1

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (version May, 2011 and
version May, 2012)
BAAQMD GHG Emission Model (version 1.1.9 Beta)
California Climate Action Registry general reporting protocols, (version 3.1)
California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) (version 2011.1)
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), AP-42, Compilation of Air
Pollutant Emission Factors, Chapter 1 – External Combustion
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

GHG emissions from any single project are insignificant when considered in the
context of global climate conditions. Rather, the cumulative effect of projects and
operations around the world can combine to create impacts associated with an
increase in atmospheric concentrations of GHG. Although the debate continues on
the potential regional and global impacts of increasing GHG concentrations, a
variety of international, federal, State, and regional initiatives have been
developed to curb GHG emissions. These initiatives vary in their level of detail
and authority to implement change.
5.1.1 Regulatory Context
5.1.1.1 Federal Regulations
Federal Clean Air Act
After a thorough scientific review ordered in 2007 by the U.S. Supreme Court, the
EPA issued a proposed finding on April 17, 2009 under Section 202(a) of the
Clean Air Act (CAA) that GHGs contribute to air pollution, and this increase in
pollution may endanger public health or welfare. The EPA reviewed, considered,
and incorporated public comments, and issued its final “endangerment finding” in
December 2009. Adoption of this finding obligated the EPA to regulate carbon
dioxide (CO 2 ) and other GHG emissions under the CAA.
Title V Operating Permits
Title V of the CAA requires the EPA to develop a federal operating permit
program that is implemented under 40 CFR 70. This program is administered by
WesPac Pittsburg Energy Infrastructure Project
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BAAQMD under Regulation II, Rule 6. Permits must contain emission estimates
based on potential-to-emit, identification of all emission sources and controls, a
compliance plan, and a statement indicating each source’s compliance status. The
permits must also incorporate all applicable federal, state, or air quality control
district orders, rules, and regulations. For a new emission source to be considered
“major” under Title V, it must have the potential to emit 100,000 tons per year or
more of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO 2 e) emissions. Because the proposed
facility is not expected to be considered a “major” facility under Title V, it would
not be subject to Title V permitting.
Mandatory Greenhouse Gas Reporting Program
In response to the Fiscal Year 2008 Consolidated Appropriations Act (House of
Representatives 2764; Public Law 110–161), the EPA issued the Mandatory
Reporting of Greenhouse Gases Rule (74 Federal Register 56260, codified as 40
Code of Federal Regulations, Part 98) in 2009, which requires reporting of GHG
data and other relevant information from large sources and suppliers in the United
States. The purpose of the rule is to collect accurate and timely GHG data to
inform future policy decisions. In general, the rule is referred to as the federal
Greenhouse Gas Reporting Program, or Part 98.
This program includes: suppliers of certain products that would result in GHG
emissions if released, combusted, or oxidized; direct-emitting source categories;
and facilities that inject CO 2 underground for geologic sequestration, or any other
purpose. In general, facilities emitting 25,000 metric tons (MTs) or more per year
of GHGs are required to submit annual reports to the EPA.
5.1.1.2 State Regulations
California Climate Action Registry
Established by the California Legislature in 2000, the California Climate Action
Registry (CCAR) is a non-profit public-private partnership that maintains a
voluntary registry for GHG emissions. The purpose of the CCAR is to help
companies, organizations, and local agencies establish GHG emission baselines
for purposes of complying with potential future GHG emission reduction
requirements. The CCAR is transitioning its members to participation in the
Climate Registry, a North American GHG emissions registry.
Executive Order S-3-05
On June 1, 2005, the Governor of California established, through Executive Order
S-3-05, statewide GHG emission reduction targets as follows: By 2010, reduce
GHG emissions to 2000 levels; by 2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels;
and by 2050, reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels. Executive
Order S-3-05 directed the Secretary of the California Environmental Protection
Agency (Cal-EPA), together with various State board and department decision
makers, to coordinate oversight of efforts to meet the GHG emission reduction
July 2013
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targets. Furthermore, the Cal-EPA is responsible for leading the multi-agency
Climate Action Team (CAT). In 2006, CAT representatives began reporting to the
Governor and Legislature on State impacts of global warming. Since then,
reporting on progress made toward meeting the established GHG emission targets
takes place biannually.
Assembly Bill 32
The purpose of Assembly Bill (AB) 32, also known as the California Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006, was to develop a plan and policy to reduce
statewide GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. AB 32 instructed the California
Air Resources Board (CARB) to adopt regulations that reduce emissions from
significant sources of GHGs, and established a mandatory GHG emissions
reporting and verification program. AB 32 required the CARB to prepare a
Scoping Plan to outline the State’s strategy to achieve the 2020 GHG emissions
limit. The Scoping Plan was originally approved in 2008. In 2011, the Functional
Equivalent Document (FED) for the Scoping Plan was amended. The Scoping
Plan was re-approved by the CARB on August 24, 2011, including the Final
Supplement to the FED. Some key elements of the Scoping Plan
recommendations are:
•

developing a California cap-and-trade program that links with other Western
Climate Initiative partner programs to create a regional market system;

•

establishing targets for transportation-related GHG emissions for regions
throughout California, and pursuing policies and incentives to achieve those
targets;

•

adopting and implementing measures pursuant to existing State laws and
policies, including California’s clean car standards, goods movement
measures, and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (discussed below); and

•

creating targeted fees, including a public goods charge on water use, fees on
gases with high global warming potential, and a fee to fund the administrative
costs of the State’s long-term commitment to AB 32 implementation.

Under AB 32, CARB has the primary responsibility for reducing GHG emissions.
However, CAT members also work to coordinate statewide efforts to implement
global warming emission reduction programs and the State’s Climate Adaptation
Strategy. CAT Reports, which are mandated by Executive Order S-3-05, contain
strategies that many other California agencies, such as the California State Lands
Commission, can adopt in carrying out their authority.
Executive Order S-01-07
Executive Order S-01-07 was issued by the Governor on January 18, 2007. The
order mandates that: (1) a statewide goal is established to reduce the carbon
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intensity of California’s transportation fuels by at least 10 percent by 2020; and
(2) a Low Carbon Fuel Standard for transportation fuels is established for
California. CARB identified the Low Carbon Fuel Standard as a Discrete Early
Action item under AB 32, and the final resolution (09-31) was issued on April 23,
2009.
Senate Bill 97
Senate Bill (SB) 97, which was approved by the Governor on August 24, 2007,
acknowledges that climate change is a prominent environmental issue that
requires analysis under CEQA. This bill required the Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research (OPR), by July 1, 2009, to prepare, develop, and transmit
to the California Natural Resources Agency Guidelines (Guidelines) for the
feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions, as would
pertain to CEQA, including, but not limited to, effects associated with
transportation or energy consumption. SB 97 also required the Natural Resources
Agency to certify and adopt the Guidelines by January 1, 2010. The OPR
submitted its proposed amendments to the CEQA Guidelines to the Secretary for
Natural Resources Agency on April 13, 2009. These proposed amendments
provide guidance to public agencies regarding the analysis and mitigation of the
effects of GHG emissions in CEQA documents. The amendments became
effective as part of the California Code of Regulations (Title 14, Division 6,
Chapter 3) on March 18, 2010. The OPR recommended that the lead agencies
under CEQA make a good-faith effort, based on available information, to estimate
the quantity of GHG emissions that would be generated by a proposed project,
including the GHG emissions associated with vehicular traffic, energy
consumption, water usage, and construction activities, to determine whether the
impacts have the potential to result in a project or cumulative impact, and to
mitigate the impacts where feasible.
Senate Bill 375
SB 375, also known as California’s Sustainable Communities and Climate
Protection Act, was approved by the Governor in 2008. Its purpose is to enhance
California’s ability to reach its AB 32 goals by promoting sustainable community
design at the planning stages. SB 375, which became effective January 1, 2009, is
the nation’s first legislation to link transportation and land use planning with
global warming. It requires CARB to develop regional and GHG emission
reduction targets for 2020 and 2035 and prompts the creation of regional plans to
reduce vehicle-use GHG emissions throughout California.
California’s 18 metropolitan planning organizations (MPO) have been tasked with
creating Sustainable Community Strategies (SCS) within the region’s federally
enforceable Regional Transportation Plan. Collectively, these strategies and plans
will demonstrate how regions will meet their 2020 and 2035 GHG reduction
target utilizing integrated land use, housing, and transportation planning. CARB is
also required to review each final SCS to determine whether it would, if
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implemented, achieve the GHG emissions reduction target for its region. If the
combination of measures in the region’s SCS will not meet its GHG emission
reduction target, CARB will require that the MPO prepare a separate, additional
“alternative planning strategy” to meet the target.
5.1.1.3 Local Regulations
BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines
In May 2011, the BAAQMD released updated CEQA Guidelines requiring that
the effects of climate change be addressed in CEQA documents. CEQA
Guidelines: (1) specify the thresholds of significance for operations related to
GHG emissions (see Table 5-1), (2) discuss how the BAAQMD established the
thresholds of significance, (3) recommend that CEQA documents include a
discussion of a project’s GHG emissions from construction and operation, and (4)
discuss GHG impact assessment and mitigation measures available. As mentioned
in Chapter 4.0: Air Quality, although the BAAQMD’s adoption of significance
thresholds for air quality analysis in 2010 and 2011 are the subject of recent
judicial actions, the City of Pittsburg Planning Department has determined that
the BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (version May, 2011), in
combination with BAAQMD’s Revised Draft Options and Justification Report
(BAAQMD, 2010), provide substantial evidence to support the BAAQMD
recommended thresholds. Therefore, the Planning Department has determined
they are appropriate for use in this analysis as standards of significance. These
thresholds are adopted herein as thresholds of significance for this EIR. The
CEQA guideline’s GHG emissions thresholds for stationary and non-stationary
sources are provided in Table 5-1.
BAAQMD Greenhouse Gas Fee for Stationary Sources
On May 21, 2008, the BAAQMD approved a new fee on air pollution sources in
the region to help defray the costs associated with the BAAQMD’s climate
protection activities and programs, including environmental review, air pollution
regulations, and emissions inventory development. Industrial facilities and
businesses required to hold an air quality permit to operate pay a fee of 4.4 cents
per MT of GHG emissions, in addition to the other costs of their permit.
City of Pittsburg Climate Action Plan Development
In 2005, the City of Pittsburg developed a GHG inventory that is currently being
used as a baseline in the development of the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP).
On October 6, 2010, a Climate Action Workshop organized by the Community
Advisory Commission opened the CAP development process to the public for
input and ideas as to how the City should move forward. As of June 2013, the
CAP is still being developed.
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Table 5-1: Bay Area Air Quality Management District Greenhouse
Gas Emissions Significance Thresholds

Project Type
Stationary
source

Non-stationary
source

Constructionrelated

Operations-related1

None

10,000 MT CO 2 e/yr

None

Compliance with qualified GHG reduction
strategy
OR
1,100 MT CO 2 e/yr
OR
4.6 MT CO 2 e/yr/SP (residents and
employees)

Source: BAAQMD, 2011
1
Units/Acronyms:
CO 2 e/yr =
carbon dioxide equivalent per year
GHG =
greenhouse gas
MT =
metric tons
CO 2 e/yr/SP= carbon dioxide equivalent per year per service population (including residents and
employees)
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5.1.2 Existing Conditions
5.1.2.1 Global Conditions
Global concentrations of CO 2 , which is the most prevalent GHG, have risen
steadily since the mid-1800s. This increase has been attributed to the increased
consumption of fossil fuels that began with the industrial revolution. Air
monitoring stations, including stations in California, have documented an increase
in atmospheric concentrations of CO 2 from below 330 parts per million (ppm) to
above 380 ppm in the last 50 years. In 1950, atmospheric CO 2 concentrations
were estimated at approximately 280 ppm.
5.1.2.2 Regional Conditions
Meteorological conditions for the project area are discussed in Chapter 4.0: Air
Quality. Due to the global nature of GHG impacts, regional meteorological
characteristics would not be expected to have a direct effect on the impacts of
GHG emissions.
5.1.2.3 Compliance Status
As discussed in Section 5.1.1.2, the California government set goals for GHG
reductions for 2010, 2020, and 2050 under Executive Order S-3-05. The methods
to achieve the 2020 emission reduction goals have not yet been finalized. It is
understood that GHG emission reductions would be required from a wide variety
of sources to meet the 2020 and 2050 goals.
The proposed project site is currently an unused portion of the NRG Energy, Inc.
Pittsburg Generating Station. As such, it does not currently contribute to regional
or global GHG emissions and is in default compliance with all GHG plans and
regulations.
5.2

IMPACT ANALYSIS

5.2.1 Methodology for Impact Analysis
The construction of the proposed project would generate GHG emissions
primarily from the engine exhaust of construction equipment. The operation of the
proposed project would generate GHG emissions from various sources, including
primarily marine vessels, tugboats, and locomotives. GHG emissions associated
with the proposed project and Alternative 1 were quantified in the form of CO 2 ,
methane (CH 4 ), and nitrous oxide (N 2 O) and in the combined form as CO 2 e, a
unit of measure for GHG that uses CO 2 as the standard unit of reference.
Emissions of CH 4 and N 2 O would be relatively small in comparison to CO 2 ;
however, these two components have high global warming potentials of 21 and
310, respectively, as compared to the global warming potential of 1 for CO 2 . To
compare the GHG emission impact from various emission sources, the calculated
CO 2 , CH 4 , and N 2 O emissions from each emission source were multiplied by the
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corresponding global warming potentials, summed up, and reported as the total
CO 2 e associated with the construction and operation of the proposed project.
Project-generated GHG emission estimates were developed based on
methodologies and emission factors recommended by the CCAR and other
government agencies. Project-specific information was used to determine the total
GHG emissions associated with the proposed project construction and operations.
The following sections summarize the methodologies behind the impact analysis
of GHG emissions associated with the construction and operations of the
proposed project and alternatives. Additional details regarding the GHG emission
calculations and the calculation assumptions are presented in Appendix C.
5.2.1.1 Project Construction Emissions
Construction activities for the proposed project would require the use of various
types of heavy construction equipment that would generate GHG emissions. The
project-related construction sources from which GHG emissions were generated
include:
•
•
•
•

Off-road diesel construction equipment operating at the proposed project site
On-road trucks associated with project construction activities
Harbor craft (e.g., tugs, dredging equipment) used for dredging activities
Worker and vendor commute vehicles

As recommended by BAAQMD (V. Lau, personal communication, March 20,
2013), the CalEEMod air quality model was used to quantify GHG emissions
associated with proposed project construction following the same estimation
methodology and assumptions specified in Section 4.2.1.1. Within CalEEMod,
CO 2 , CH 4 , and N 2 O emissions factor data for construction equipment and motor
vehicles are derived from the OFFROAD2007 and Emission Factors 2007
(EMFAC2007) models. CO 2 , CH 4 , and N 2 O emission factors were selected for
calculations based on the equipment type, horsepower rating, and corresponding
engine tier emission standards. Maximum daily and annual CO 2 , CH 4 , N 2 O, and
CO 2 e emissions from the proposed construction-related activities were quantified
by the CalEEMod model for each construction year. Model outputs and detailed
project-specific assumptions utilized for emission estimates for the project
construction in CalEEMod are presented in Appendix C. Construction-generated
GHG emissions were also calculated by CalEEMod for Alternative 1 with the
assumption that construction duration and certain associated construction
activities of the Storage Tank Retrofit construction would be proportionally
reduced (refer to Section 2.4.10 in Chapter 2.0: Proposed Project and
Alternatives). Assumptions regarding the reduction of construction activities for
the reduced project alternative are summarized in Appendix C.
The CalEEMod model does not analyze emissions from construction-related
electricity consumption, natural gas consumption, water use, or wastewater
treatment. Construction-related emissions from the use of these utilities vary
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based on the amount of power and water used during construction and other
unknown factors that render them too uncertain to quantify. In addition, they are
typically small contributors to construction GHG emissions. As such, these
sources of GHG were not included in the quantification.
5.2.1.2 Project Operation Emissions
GHG emissions associated with project operation can be divided into two
categories: direct and indirect emissions. Emissions from sources owned or
operated by WesPac Energy–Pittsburg LLC (WesPac) as part of the WesPac
Energy-Pittsburg Terminal (Terminal), or from sources owned or operated by
others but directly involved in activities at the Terminal or Rail Transload
Operations Facility (Rail Transload Facility), would be considered direct
emissions. GHG emission sources related to project operation for which direct
emissions are anticipated include:
•
•
•
•
•

Marine vessels (main engines, auxiliary engines, and boilers)
Tug boats (main engines and auxiliary engines)
Locomotives (main engines)
Vapor destruction units (thermal oxidizer)
Crude oil heaters

Indirect emissions are emissions that occur as a consequence of project operation
activities, but occur at sources owned or controlled by other entities. Indirect
GHG emissions associated with the proposed project include:
•
•
•

Electricity and water consumption from Terminal operation
Waste generated from Terminal operation
Employee motor vehicle commute trips

GHG emission estimates resulting from project operation were prepared based on
a worst-case analysis. For example, the analysis assumes that all GHG emissions
from the project would be new - meaning without the development of the
proposed project, these emissions would not occur. In reality, however, the
regional demand for imported crude oil would likely be met by one of the many
existing facilities in the San Francisco Bay Area (Bay Area), and the related GHG
emissions would occur at those facilities. This is discussed further in Section
5.2.3.1 and in Chapter 18.0: Cumulative Effects. Additionally, the emissions were
estimated assuming that there would be no reductions in GHG-generating
activities over time. This would be unlikely, and therefore, presents a conservative
analysis, given the expected reductions in GHG emissions from most activities
that would take place in coming years due to future regulations, development and
advancement of green technologies, and the likely increasing costs of energy.
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Direct Emissions
GHG emissions attributed to marine vessels and tug boats were calculated in the
form of CO 2 , CH 4, and N 2 O following the same assumptions and estimation
methodology used for tanker emissions, as described in Section 4.2.1.2. CO 2 and
CH 4 emissions associated with the main engines and auxiliary engines of marine
vessels were quantified using emission factors from the CARB’s Emissions
Estimation Methodology for Ocean-Going Vessels (2008), and N 2 O emissions
were estimated using emission factors from the CCAR General Reporting
Protocol, Version 3.1 (2009). Emission factors for CO 2 , CH 4 , and N 2 O from
CCAR (2009) were also used to calculate GHG emissions related to the marine
vessel boilers and tugboat main and auxiliary engines.
GHG emissions attributed to the proposed rail locomotive operations were
calculated for the portion of locomotive emissions while the locomotives operate
for the proposed project or project alternatives within Contra Costa County, which
include transit emissions within Contra Costa County and operational emissions at
the Rail Transload Facility. GHG emissions associated with locomotives were
calculated following the same assumptions and estimation methodology described
in Section 4.2.1.2. Emission factors for CO 2 , CH 4 , and N 2 O were obtained from
the Port of Long Beach 2011 Air Emission Inventory (2012). Detailed emission
estimation assumptions are summarized in Appendix C.
GHG emissions that would result from the combustion of natural gas in the
thermal oxidizer and heaters at the proposed project site were calculated using the
same assumptions and estimation methodology as described in Section 4.2.1.2.
Emission factors for CO 2 , CH 4 , and N 2 O were obtained from the EPA document,
AP-42, Chapter 1 – External Combustion (2010). Detailed emission calculations
and assumptions are presented in Appendix C.
Indirect Emissions
As recommended by BAAQMD (V. Lau, personal communication, March 20,
2013), the CalEEMod air quality model was used to calculate indirect GHG
emissions associated with the operation of the proposed project and alternatives.
The CalEEMod model quantifies operational GHG emissions from land
development projects based on GHG sources, including electricity use, water use,
waste disposal, transportation, and other area sources, if applicable. Model default
assumptions along with project-specific land use data for the proposed project and
project alternatives were used to calculate the indirect emissions from different
sources of GHG emissions.
Electricity Emissions
Because the consumption of fossil fuels to generate electricity and to provide
heating and hot water result in CO 2 , CH 4 , and N 2 O emissions, a major source of
indirect emissions associated with the proposed project operation would occur
through the use of purchased electricity. Therefore, the indirect GHG emissions
July 2013
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from electricity consumption would depend on the amount of electricity use
(energy intensity) and the mix of fuel that goes into producing this electricity.
Energy use in buildings is divided into energy consumed by the built environment
and energy consumed by uses that are independent of the construction of the
building, such as plug-in appliances. In California, Title 24 governs energy
consumed by the built environment, mechanical systems, and some types of fixed
lighting. The CalEEMod model was used to quantify the indirect GHG emissions
from the electricity consumption for the proposed project operations based on the
projected annual energy consumptions in terms of Title 24 electricity, non-Title
24 electricity, and the lighting energy, along with the model default emission
calculation parameters for CO 2 , CH 4, and N 2 O. In calculating the GHG emissions
in CalEEMod, it was estimated that the total annual Title 24, Non-Title 24, and
lighting electrical energy usage for the proposed project (including the marine
terminal and Rail Transload Facility) would be 48,000 kilowatt hours per year,
7,620,000 kilowatt hours per year, and 142,000 kilowatt hours per year,
respectively.
Annual direct electricity usage associated with Alternative 1 at the Rail Transload
Facility was estimated to be the same as that of the proposed project. Due to the
reduction of total tank working capacity at the storage terminal, the annual
electricity usage associated with Alternative 1 at the storage terminal was
estimated to be proportionally reduced from that of the proposed project by
approximately 22 percent, which equals the reduction ratio of tank working
capacity for Alternative 1.
Water Use Emissions
Water use for the operations of the proposed project and alternatives would cause
indirect GHG emissions related to the electricity used to power systems that
pump, treat, and distribute water and wastewater. In addition to the indirect GHG
emissions associated with electricity use, CH 4 and N 2 O emissions could be
generated from the decomposition of organic matter during wastewater treatment.
The CalEEMod model was used to quantify the indirect GHG emissions
associated with project water use based on the amount of electricity required to
supply, convey, treat, and distribute water for indoor and outdoor use. In addition,
the indirect GHG emissions associated with the electricity needed to process the
resulting wastewater from project indoor water uses were also quantified in the
CalEEMod model.
The indirect GHG emissions from project water use were calculated in
CalEEMod using the annual indoor and outdoor water consumption rate along
with the model default emission parameters corresponding to the region of the
project location. It is estimated that approximately 0.675 million gallons of water
per year would be required for the proposed project for indoor use at the marine
terminal and at the Rail Transload Facility. Total outdoor water usage for the
proposed project is expected to be approximately 5,000 gallons per year. Indirect
WesPac Pittsburg Energy Infrastructure Project
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water usage associated with Alternative 1 was estimated to be the same as that of
the proposed project.
Waste Disposal Emissions
Indirect GHG emissions would also result from solid waste generated from the
proposed project operations. This is because municipal solid waste that is
disposed of by land filling would generate GHG emissions in the form of CO 2 or
CH 4 from the decomposition of the waste. CalEEMod was used to quantify the
indirect GHG emissions associated with the solid waste generation for the
operation of the proposed project and project alternatives. GHG emissions
associated with the solid waste generation were estimated in CalEEMod using
model default assumptions regarding CH 4 and CO 2 emission parameters along
with the project-specific annual waste generation rate. As the magnitude and
nature of waste generated during the operational phase of the proposed project is
estimated to be minimal and of a household/commercial nature, it was assumed
that approximately 24 tons per year of solid waste would be generated from
project operation. Solid waste generation associated with Alternative 1 was
estimated to be the same as that of the proposed project.
Transportation Emissions
Vehicular traffic generated by the proposed project operation would result in
GHG emissions associated with the vehicle exhaust. Both onsite and offsite
worker trips associated with project operation were used to quantify the GHG
emissions related to project-generated transportation. It was estimated that when
the proposed project becomes fully operational, there would be approximately 15
offsite worker commute trips per day with an average distance of 30 miles
roundtrip. In addition, 15 onsite worker trips per day with an average distance
traveled of 10 miles would also occur. Offsite vehicle trips were assumed to be at
the proposed project site. Worker trip frequency and length associated with
Alternative 1 were estimated to be the same as those of the proposed project.
Following the same estimation methodology and assumptions described in
Section 4.2.1.2, CalEEMod was used to quantify the GHG emissions related to
the vehicle traffic generated by the operation of the proposed project and project
alternatives.
5.2.2 Significance Criteria
For the purposes of this analysis, an impact was considered to be significant and
to require mitigation if it would result in any of the following:
•
•

July 2013
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5.2.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures
5.2.3.1 Proposed Project
Construction-related Impacts
Impact Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GG)-1: Generate GHG emissions that
exceed the adopted BAAQMD thresholds. (Less than significant.) Table 5-2
provides the construction-related GHG emissions for the proposed project. The
BAAQMD has not set thresholds for construction-related GHG emissions;
therefore, this impact is less than significant.
The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines encourage the incorporation of best
management practices (BMPs) to reduce GHG emissions during construction.
These BMPs may include: Using alternative fueled construction
vehicles/equipment of at least 15 percent of the fleet; using local building
materials of at least 10 percent; and recycling or reusing at least 50 percent of
construction waste. Environmental Commitment Greenhouse Gas-1, as described
in Section 2.7.3 of Chapter 2.0: Proposed Project and Alternatives, commits the
project to complying with these BMP’s to the maxim extent practicable.
Table 5-2: Construction-related Greenhouse Gas Emissions for the
Proposed Project1

Year

CO 2 e (metric tons
per year)*

Significance
Threshold2

Significance
Threshold
Exceeded
(Yes/No)

2013

264

N/A

N/A

2014

5,726

N/A

N/A

2015

1,808

N/A

N/A

1

Using Tier I or Tier II construction equipment
2
N/A = Not applicable

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures are required.
Operational Impacts
Impact GG-2: Generate GHG emissions that exceed the adopted BAAQMD
thresholds. (Significant and unavoidable.) Table 5-3 provides the estimated
GHG emissions for the proposed project. The proposed project would generate
emissions in excess of identified BAAQMD thresholds; therefore, it is considered
to have a significant impact under CEQA. Prior to operation of the proposed
project, BAAQMD air permit applications would be submitted and approved, and
GHG emissions would be part of the BAAQMD’s review of the permit
applications.
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Table 5-3: Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions for the Proposed
Project

CO 2 e (MT/yr)*

Significance
Threshold (MT/yr)

Significance
Threshold Exceeded
(Yes/No)

35,441

10,000

Yes

*CO 2 e = carbon dioxide equivalent; MT/yr = metric tons per year

The increase in GHG from the proposed project represents a small fraction of the
region’s overall GHG emissions and an even smaller fraction of State, national,
and global GHG emissions. As discussed in Chapter 18.0: Cumulative Effects, the
demand for oil in the Bay Area would not change if the project is constructed.
Conversely, the demand for oil would also not change if the project is not
constructed, as the additional oil would presumably be delivered to other existing
marine, rail and storage terminals in the greater Bay Area. The potential GHG
emissions from tanker vessels and locomotives delivering this oil would be a
function of the amount of oil delivered and the number of trips required. Given
that climate change from GHG emissions is considered a global challenge, the
location at which tanker vessels or locomotives call in the Bay Area does not
change the impact of their resultant emissions.
The overwhelming majority of the GHG impacts from this project are from tank
vessel and tugboat traffic. Reducing the impacts of these vessels is outside the
purview of the project. Therefore, no feasible mitigations are available to reduce
project-related GHG emissions, and based on the above discussion, mitigations
are not required.
Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures available.
Impact GG-3: Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted
for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. (Less than significant.) The State
of California is committed to reducing GHG emissions statewide. AB 32, and its
associated Scoping Plan, identifies the State’s approach, as overseen by CARB, to
track and reduce GHG emissions. The AB 32 Scoping Plan includes a number of
strategies that are designed to reduce GHG emissions, including the Low Carbon
Fuel Standard and Goods Movement Efficiency Measures discussed in Section
4.1.1.2 and Section 5.1.1.2. These measures are designed to address all potential
sources of GHG emissions and drive reductions from each source type, including
marine vessels. Crude oil transport has been considered and analyzed within the
State’s Goods Movement Plan, and overall reductions in statewide GHG
emissions from this sector are planned for, while allowing for the necessary
import of crude oil to supply the market for transportation fuels. As such, the
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proposed project’s GHG emissions would not impact the ability of the State of
California to meets its 2020 reductions goals mandated under AB 32.
Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures required.
5.2.3.2 Alternative 1: Reduced Onshore Storage Capacity
Construction-related Impacts
Impact GG-4: Generate GHG emissions that exceed the adopted BAAQMD
thresholds. (Less than significant.) Table 5-4 provides the construction-related
GHG emissions for Alternative 1. GHG emissions in 2013 and 2014 are expected
to be the same as those of the proposed project. GHG emissions in 2015 are
somewhat less, as compared to the proposed project. This is due to Alternative 1’s
reduced project scope of construction activities in 2015. The BAAQMD has not
set thresholds for construction-related GHG emissions; therefore, this impact is
less than significant.
The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines encourage the incorporation of BMPs to
reduce GHG emissions during construction. These BMPs may include: using
alternative fueled construction vehicles/equipment of at least 15 percent of the
fleet; using local building materials of at least 10 percent; and recycling or reusing
at least 50 percent of construction waste.
Table 5-4: Construction-related Greenhouse Gas Emissions for
Alternative 1

Year

CO 2 e (metric tons
per year)

Significance
Threshold1

Significance
Threshold
Exceeded
(Yes/No)

2013

263

N/A

N/A

2014

5,726

N/A

N/A

2015

1,604

N/A

N/A

1

N/A = Not applicable

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures required.
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Operational Impacts
Impact GG-5: Generate GHG emissions that exceed the adopted BAAQMD
thresholds. (Significant and unavoidable.) Table 5-5 provides the estimated
GHG emissions for Alternative 1. While lower than the proposed project,
Alternative 1 would still generate emissions in excess of adopted BAAQMD
thresholds; therefore, it is considered to have a significant impact under CEQA.
As with the proposed project, no feasible mitigation measures exist under
Alternative 1 to reduce the direct project-related GHG emissions to a less-thansignificant level. Refer to Impact GG-2 for details.
Table 5-5: Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions for Alternative 1

CO 2 e (MT/yr)*

Significance Threshold
(MT/year)

Significance
Threshold Exceeded
(Yes/No)

27,571

10,000

Yes

*CO 2 e = carbon dioxide equivalent; MT/yr = metric tons per year

Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures available.
Impact GG-6: Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted
for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. (Less than significant.) Refer to
discussion under Impact GG-3.
Mitigation Measure: No mitigation measures required.
5.2.3.3 Alternative 2: No Project
Under the No Project alternative, additional GHG emissions would not be
generated as a specific result of the proposed project. However, as discussed in
Impact GG-2, the demand for oil in the Bay Area would not change under the No
Project alternative, and the additional oil would presumably be delivered to other
existing marine terminals and rail transload operation facilities. As a result, and
under certain traffic patterns potentially resulting from increased throughput at
existing facilities, regional GHG emissions under the No Project alternative
would not necessarily decrease relative to the proposed project.
It is possible, depending on the throughput capacity of existing marine terminals,
that vessel congestion in some locations of the bay could increase under the No
Project alternative. For example, a marine terminal’s increase in throughput may
result in tank vessels having to wait to unload their oil because another tank vessel
is at the berth. The waiting tank vessel may then have to proceed to an anchorage,
increasing overall vessel fuel consumption. A similar scenario is possible with
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increased rail traffic causing delays at existing terminals. Increased time spent in
the Bay Area by vessels or locomotives would increase GHG emissions from the
vessels and trains, making the proposed project a more favorable scenario in
terms of cumulative GHG emissions from crude oil delivery. As such, while the
CEQA-required project-specific GHG emissions analysis shows an increase over
published thresholds of significance, in reality, from a regional, national, and
global perspective (rather than a project-specific perspective), GHG emissions
may not increase, and may actually decrease.
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CHAPTER 3

3URMHFW'HVFULSWLRQ
3.1 Project Overview and Location
,QWURGXFWLRQ
3.1.1.1 The Refinery
The Valero Benicia Refinery (Refinery) presently receives its crude oil by pipeline and marine
vessels. Crude oil produced within California (primarily from the San Joaquin Valley) is
delivered by pipeline into the Refinery. Crude oils originating from the United States and from
locations outside the United States, including Canada, are delivered by marine vessels to the
Valero Marine Terminal at the Port of Benicia. The crude oils are unloaded and pumped via
pipelines to crude oil storage tanks within the Refinery.

3.1.1.2 The Proposed Project
The Valero Crude by Rail project (Project) would enable the Refinery to receive up to 70,000
barrels per day of crude oil by tank car. The Project involves the installation of rail spur tracks, a
tank car unloading rack, pumps, connecting pipelines, and infrastructure.
If the Project is approved, Valero will accept up to 100 tank cars of crude oil a day in two 50-car
trains. The trains would enter the Refinery on an existing rail spur crossing Park Road. The crude
oil unloaded from the tank cars would be pumped to the existing crude oil storage tanks in the
Refinery via a new crude offloading pipeline, connected to existing piping located within the
Refinery. The Project would require twenty additional employees or contractors. The trains would
not be scheduled to arrive or depart between the hours of 6:00 AM – 9:00 AM or 4:00 PM –
6:00 PM weekdays. Valero would operate the Project components 24 hours per day, 7 days per
week, and 365 days per year.
Based on Valero’s plans, the crude oil delivered by rail would displace up to 70,000 barrels per
day of the crude oil that is presently delivered by marine vessels. Crude oil delivered to the
Refinery by tank car would not displace crude oil delivered to the Refinery by pipeline.
The crude oil to arrive by tank car would originate at sites in North America and be shipped by
Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR). UPRR would transport tank cars on existing rail lines from
sources in North America to Roseville, California, where the cars would be assembled into a train
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for shipment into the Refinery. Valero would own or lease the tank cars that would be used to
transport crude oil. UPRR owns and operates the locomotive engines that would be used.
Implementing the proposed Project could reduce marine vessel delivery of crude oil by as much
as 25,550,000 barrels in a 365 day year. Based on the three-year baseline period from December
10, 2009 to December 9, 2012 annual marine vessel deliveries could be reduced by as much as
82 percent.
The Project would not involve any changes to the existing Refinery operations or process
equipment, other than the construction and operation of the Project components. The Project
would not increase the amount of crude oil that can be processed at the refinery, or the amounts
of petroleum products that can be produced. The Refinery’s crude oil processing rate is limited to
an annual average of 165,000 barrels per day (daily maximum of 180,000 barrels per day) by its
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) operating permit. The Project does not
propose any change to this limit. The Project does not propose changes to the emissions limits in
the current BAAQMD permits, although the Project does require approval of an Authority to
Construct from the BAAQMD. In connection with this approval, the BAAQMD will consider
locomotive emissions and tank car unloading emissions as may be caused by the Project.

/RFDWLRQ
The Refinery is located at 3400 East Second Street, an industrial area in the eastern portion of the
City of Benicia, in Solano County. The Refinery lies in a general north-south orientation near and
west of Interstate 680. The Refinery is located along the northern edge of the Suisun Bay below a
low range of coastal hills. To the west of East Second Street is open space, and the closest
residential areas are approximately 3,000 feet to the south and west of the Refinery, and
approximately 2,100 feet to the northwest of the proposed Project site. Figure 3-1 shows a
location map of the region.
Refinery operations occupy approximately 330 acres of the 880 acre Valero property. The lands
and facilities of the Refinery are depicted in Figure 3-2.
The Refinery dock is located on the Carquinez Strait between the Benicia-Martinez Bridge and
the Port of Benicia wharf. The marine terminal for the Refinery and pipeline to the Refinery
provide access for receiving and shipping bulk cargoes by marine vessel. The existing UPRR rail
line provides rail access for the Refinery and for the Benicia Industrial Park. The Benicia
Industrial Park is located east and north of the Refinery. Presently, the Refinery uses tank cars to
receive chemicals used in refining and to ship refined products from the Refinery.
The Refinery and proposed Project site (within the Refinery) are zoned General Industrial.
Present land use at the proposed Project site is petroleum refining and storage. Construction and
operation of facilities associated with this proposed Project would be within the Refinery’s
property boundaries.
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3.2 Project Objectives and Components
3URMHFW2EMHFWLYHV
The Valero Benicia Refinery converts a range of crude oil and other feedstocks into gasoline and
other petroleum products. The Project would provide an alternate means of delivering crude oil
feedstock to the Refinery. The Project has the following objectives:
1.

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

2.

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

3.

Mitigate project-related impacts.

4.

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

5.

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

As a result of implementation of the proposed Project, the Refinery would be able to continue to
efficiently produce fuels and other petroleum products for the California market and would
remain economically competitive.

3URMHFW&RPSRQHQW6XPPDU\
The proposed Project is shown in Figure 3-3, and would consist of the following primary
components:
x
x
x
x

x
x
x

Installation of a single tank car unloading rack capable of offloading two parallel rows of
25 crude oil tank cars.
Construction of two parallel, offloading rail spurs to access the tank car unloading rack
along with a parallel departure track to store tank cars in preparation for departure, for a
total of 8,880 track-feet of new track on Refinery property.
Installation of approximately 4,000 feet of 16-inch diameter crude oil pipeline and
associated components and pump infrastructure between the offloading rack and the
existing crude supply piping.
Replacement and relocation of approximately 1,800 feet of existing tank farm dikes.
Relocation of an existing firewater pipeline, compressor station, and underground
infrastructure.
Relocation of groundwater wells along Avenue “A.”
Construction of a service road adjacent to the proposed unloading rack.
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3.3 The Existing Refinery
2YHUYLHZRI3HWUROHXP5HILQLQJ
Refineries convert crude oil into marketable petroleum products such as gasoline, diesel fuel, jet
fuel, kerosene, heating oil, coke, asphalt, and petroleum gases such as butane and propane.
Refiners design and operate their refineries so as to maximize the value of the product slate
produced from each type of crude oil. Often, for example, refiners seek to maximize the amount
or "yield" of transportation fuels produced from a particular type of crude oil, because
transportation fuels are the most valuable petroleum products.

3.3.1.1 Types of Crude Oil
Crude oils contain thousands of different chemical compounds. Most of these compounds are
hydrocarbons, consisting solely of hydrogen and carbon atoms. Crude oils also have other
compounds containing, for example, sulfur, nitrogen, oxygen, and metals.
Hydrocarbons range in “weight,” measured by the number of carbon atoms present in each
molecule. The lightest hydrocarbons, for example, are petroleum gases such as methane, ethane,
propane, and butane. Each molecule of these gases 1 to 4 carbon atoms. The hydrocarbons in
gasoline are heavier, with anywhere from 5 to 12 carbon atoms in each molecule. The hydrocarbons
in tar and asphalt are much heavier, with more than 70 carbon atoms in each molecule.
There are many different crude oils, with many different properties, produced all over the world.
Crudes are commonly classified based on their relative weight and sulfur content. The weight of a
crude oil is sometimes described as its “density” or “gravity.” The relative weight of a crude oil
depends on the proportion of heavy to light hydrocarbons. The weight of different crudes is
commonly measured according to a gravity scale developed by the American Petroleum Institute
(API). API gravity is a measure of a crude oil’s weight as compared to water. Most API gravity
values fall between 10 and 70 gravity degrees.
The sulfur content of crude oil generally ranges anywhere from 0.5% to 3%. Generally, crudes
with a sulfur content of less than 1% are known as “sweet” crudes. Generally, crudes with a
sulfur content greater than 1% are known as “sour” crudes. Crude oils are generally categorized
as follows in Figure 3-4:
Property Range
Crude Oil Class
Gravity (°API)

Sulfur (wt.%)

Light Sweet

35-60

0-0.5

Light Sour

35-60

> 0.5

Medium Medium Sour

26-35

0-1.1

Medium Sour

26-35

> 1.1

Heavy Sweet

10-26

0-1.1

Heavy Sour

10-26

> 1.1

SOURCE: International Council on Clean Transportation (ICCT), 2011
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Refiners select particular crudes based on a number of factors, including the unique configuration
of each refinery, the quality of available crudes, the price of each crude, the market demand for
specific products, the market price of specific products, and the specifications of the products to
be produced.
There is a wide variety of crudes available in the marketplace at any given time, with a wide
range of API gravities and sulfur content. As a general rule, heavier crudes require more
processing than light crudes, and sour crudes require more processing than sweet crudes. Thus,
the “quality” of a crude oil is generally considered to be a function of its weight and sulfur
content. Light, sweet crudes are considered the highest quality and are the most expensive.
Examples include West Texas Intermediate, Louisiana Light Sweet, and Brent. Medium sour
crudes are less expensive. Examples include Mars, Arab Light, Arab Medium, and Urals. Heavy
sour crudes are the least expensive. Examples include Maya, Cerro Negro, Cold Lake, and
Western Canadian Select (see Table 3-1).

3.3.1.2 The Refining Process
The first step in the refining process is to separate crude oil into components through distillation.
The components are commonly referred to as “fractions.” Lighter fractions have relatively lower
boiling points, while heavier fractions have relatively higher boiling points. Common fractions
include, from lightest to heaviest, petroleum gases, naphthas, kerosene, middle distillate, gas oil,
and residue.

SOURCE: ICCT, 2011

Figure 3-5
Schematic View of Crude Oil Distillation
and Downstream Processing

After a crude oil is separated into fractions through distillation, the resulting streams are treated in
various “process units” and ultimately blended into marketable products. Some process units
remove sulfur and other impurities from process streams. Other process units chemically alter
process streams. Refiners use hydrocrackers, catalytic cracking units, and coker units, for
example, to make some process streams lighter by breaking larger hydrocarbons into smaller
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ones. This is commonly known as “cracking.” A refiner might, for example, take a stream in the
gas oil range and break the hydrocarbons down into the gasoline range. This would allow the
refiner to increase the amount of gasoline, and reduce the amount of heating oil, produced from a
particular type of crude oil.
Figure 3-6 compares the fractions of a typical light crude (35° API) and a typical heavy crude
(25° API) with the average demand profile for a product slate in developed countries. The figure
illustrates how refiners often need to convert fractions into lighter streams in order to meet the
typical demand for products.

SOURCE: ICCT, 2011

Figure 3-6
Typical Natural Yields of Light and
Heavy Crude Oils

Refiners may chemically alter the shape of the hydrocarbons in naphtha streams through catalytic
reforming, alkylation, isomerization, and etherification. These processes allow Refiners to increase
octane in gasolines and increase the amount of gasoline produced from a type of crude oil.
Refiners use hydrotreaters, also known as hydrofiners, to remove sulfur and other impurities from
refinery streams. Hydrotreaters remove sulfur in the form of hydrogen sulfide, which is then
converted into elemental sulfur in sulfur recovery units. Impurities come out of the process as
solids, or in the case of sulfur, as a hot liquid (or “molten sulfur”).

3.3.1.3 Refinery Optimization
Refinery operations are extremely complex, and involve a great many individual decisions.
Refiners must decide, for example, what crudes to purchase and what mix of products to produce.
Refiners must also identify the best way to convert the selected crudes into the desired mix of
products. Decisions must be made at each step of the process. During distillation, for example, a
refiner must determine the particular range of hydrocarbon weights for each fraction produced.
This is known as setting the “cut points” or boiling points of each range. Thereafter, each refiner
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must decide how each intermediate stream should be processed in different process units, and
ultimately blended into finished products.
The schematic in Figure 3-7 reflects the operation of a typical refinery, and illustrates the
complexity of the process.
Each refiner continually seeks to “optimize” the operation of its refinery by identifying and
implementing the most profitable operating strategy. The optimum strategy is different for each
refinery because no two refineries are the same. Each refinery has a unique “configuration,”
consisting of the number and types of process units, the throughput capacity and technical
characteristics of each unit, and the flow patterns connecting the various units. Based on its
particular configuration, each refinery operates under a variety of constraints. Constraints include,
for example, how much crude can be processed on any given day, the quality of the crude that can
be processed, and the product slate that can be produced from a particular type of crude oil.
Refinery operations are so complex that virtually all refiners use the “linear programming”
technique to plan refinery operations. Linear programming involves the use of a mathematical
model to determine the most profitable operating strategy for a particular refinery. The model
“inputs” include variables such as the configuration and constraints of the refinery in question, the
crudes available, market demand, product prices, and product specifications. The model “outputs”
include the crudes that should be purchased, the product slate that should be produced, the cut
points, and the manner in which each intermediate process stream should be treated and blended.

7KH%HQLFLD5HILQHU\
The Benicia Refinery converts crude oil into finished products, including gasoline, jet fuel,
liquefied petroleum gas (LPG), heating oil, fuel oil, asphalt, petroleum coke, and sulfur. The
Refinery produces 10 percent of the clean-burning California Air Resources Board (CARB)
gasoline used in California, and 25 percent of the CARB gasoline used in the San Francisco Bay
Area (Valero, 2014).

3.3.2.1 Crude Oil Processing
The Refinery contains a variety of equipment, including distillation columns, storage tanks,
reactors, vessels, heaters, boilers, and other ancillary equipment. The Refinery also operates its
own asphalt plant, wastewater treatment plant, and a marine terminal at the Port of Benicia. The
marine terminal receives crude oil, refinery products, and feedstock deliveries and exports via
marine vessels and barges. The Refinery uses rail transport to import chemicals used in refining
and to export refinery products such as asphalt, petroleum coke, and LPG.
Crude oils delivered to the Refinery are transferred into storage tanks located in the crude oil tank
farm north of the marine terminal. The crude oils are stored in external floating roof tanks which
are configured and operated to comply with the stipulations of the BAAQMD Regulation 8-5.
Valero combines crude oils from these storage tanks into blends that are then pumped to the
Refinery process units located north of the tank farm.
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The Refinery contains a variety of different process units. The Pipestill Unit separates crude
blends into fractions. The Fluid Catalytic Cracking Unit (FCCU) and the Hydrocracker Unit make
heavier process streams lighter by breaking larger hydrocarbons into smaller ones. The
Hydrofining Units and the Sulfur Recovery Unit remove sulfur from process streams and convert
it into elemental sulfur. The Coker Unit converts residual oil into petroleum coke and lighter
process streams. The Alkylation, Dimersol, and Reforming Units change the shape of
hydrocarbons in gasoline-range process streams that will ultimately be blended into different
grades of gasoline. Each process unit has a maximum capacity, and operates under a permit from
the BAAQMD.
Overall, the Refinery’s BAAQMD Title V permit limits Valero to processing a maximum of
180,000 barrels of crude oil on any given day, and an average of 165,000 barrels per day on an
annual basis. (Title V permit, condition 20820, part 50.)
The Refinery currently exports petroleum coke and LPG from the Refinery to off-site customers.
Once a day, during the daytime hours, up to 12 railcars loaded with petroleum coke leave the
Refinery via Track 700, and cross Park Road towards the AMPORTS Benicia Terminal facility
directly to the south. The product is then off-loaded into storage silos near the dock for eventual
loading onto marine vessels for export. The empty coke railcars are brought back onto the
Refinery for reloading for the next day’s transfer operations.
Similar export operations take place with railcars transporting LPG destined for customers. The
quantity of these export operations vary with season and production volume. On an annual basis it
averages approximately two railcars per day. The Refinery also occasionally imports LPG.
Between 2004 and 2010, Valero made significant modifications to the Refinery’s process units
and other equipment. These modifications were collectively known as the “Valero Improvement
Project” (VIP). The City certified the VIP project EIR and approved the VIP project in April of
2003, and later certified the VIP EIR addendum in July 2008. The VIP project enabled Valero to
process crude blends that are heavier and more sour than previous blends, reduce the use of gas
oil as a feedstock, and increase the maximum crude oil throughput. All elements of the VIP
project were operational as of 2011, except for construction of a replacement hydrogen plant.
Valero is currently considering whether to construct the replacement hydrogen plant, based on the
fact that the Refinery currently has a sufficient supply of hydrogen to meet Valero’s needs.
Valero has obtained all approvals needed from the City and the BAAQMD to construct the
hydrogen plant. The BAAQMD Permit-to-Construct expires in December of 2014.

3.3.2.2 Crude Feedstocks
Valero can choose from a wide variety of crudes available in the marketplace at any given time.
These crudes range from light sweet to heavy sour, with a range of options in between.
Like all petroleum refiners, Valero selects particular crudes based on linear programming. This
analysis takes into account a number of factors, including the unique configuration of its refinery,
the quality of available crudes, the price of each crude, the market demand for specific products,
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the market price of specific products, and the specifications of the products to be produced.
Because many of these factors are constantly changing, Valero’s crude feedstocks change based
on new developments and conditions.
The VIP project enabled Valero to increase the average weight and sulfur content of its crude
feedstocks while simultaneously reducing emissions of criteria pollutants by thousands of tons
per year. Before the VIP project became operational, the Refinery was capable of processing
crude blends that contained a maximum of 30% heavy, sour crudes. The VIP project gave Valero
the flexibility to process crude blends that contain as much as 60% heavy, sour crudes.
In the last three years, Valero has purchased a variety of crudes ranging from light sweet to heavy
sour. The yellow triangles in Figure 3-8 show the API Gravity and sulfur content of various
specific crudes that Valero has purchased in the past three years. For comparison, the blue
diamonds shown on Figure 3-8 display the API Gravity and sulfur content of all crudes delivered
to west coast refineries during the same period – in other words, all crudes purchased by all
refiners in the west coast region.

SOURCE: Valero, 2013
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Valero does not process all crudes as they are delivered to the Refinery. Based on the Refinery’s
unique configuration, Valero must blend different crudes into a specific range of weight and
sulfur content before they can be processed. This range, shown as the yellow box on Figure 3-8 is
roughly between 20° and 36° API gravity, and between 0.4%-1.9% sulfur content.
If the Refinery attempted to process crudes outside of these ranges, a variety of problems could
arise. If the sulfur content of a crude blend exceeds 1.9%, this could result in violation of Valero’s
BAAQMD permits and BAAQMD regulations. On the other hand, if sulfur content of a blend is
less than 0.4%, the sulfur handling units would not operate properly. Processing a crude blend
that is too heavy (lower than 20° API Gravity) could damage equipment, result in poor fuel
quality, and/or reduce the amount of crude processed (based on balanced refinery operation).
Based on the Refinery’s actual operation, moreover, it is clear that the optimum range of weight
and sulfur for crude blends is much narrower than the yellow box in Figure 3-8. As Figure 3-9
shows, the substantial majority of the crude blends processed over a recent three year period at
the Refinery ranged between 24° and 29° API gravity, and had a sulfur content ranging from
0.08%-1.6 %.

SOURCE: Valero, 2013
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3.3.2.3 Refinery Maintenance and Monitoring Activities
3.3.2.3.1 Maintenance Activities
Operation of a refinery requires substantive on-going maintenance activities. Maintenance is
needed so that all refinery process units operate within their design parameters, especially for
emissions, and to assure that products meet quality and quantity goals. Regular maintenance is
essential to the overall safe operation of the refinery.
In addition to the on-going activities, scheduled maintenance actions, called turnarounds, are also
necessary. The term “turnaround” refers to the period of time when refinery equipment is not
available to process feedstocks, as opposed to refinery equipment’s typical 24 hour a day, 365
day a year operation. There are a number of reasons to schedule a period when equipment would
be out of operation. Some of these reasons are:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

To inspect the internals of refinery vessels;
To clean pipe and vessel internals;
To upgrade existing refinery equipment and vessels;
To renew catalysts in vessels which do not use continuous regeneration;
To make connections for new equipment being installed at the Refinery;
To perform maintenance on critical equipment; and
To repair and renew piping and equipment before they fail.

Turnarounds are termed major when significant portions of the refinery are shut down; minor
turnarounds may affect only certain units, or parts of the total Refinery.
Refinery turnarounds affect production. Therefore, Refinery staff plans carefully, so that work
would be accomplished quickly in a turnaround and that process units can be started up again as
soon as possible. The planning includes ensuring all necessary supplies and equipment are on-site
and available when needed. Refinery maintenance and technical staff as well as additional
contract maintenance staff work in shifts around the clock to minimize the duration of a
turnaround.
Turnarounds may take place every year, but the Refinery usually plans major turnarounds to
occur several years apart to maximize the overall production of the Refinery. At the Valero
Benicia Refinery, major turnarounds occur at 5 to 6-year intervals and minor turnarounds
typically occur at mid-points between major turnarounds. These turnarounds are part of the
Refinery’s normal, ongoing maintenance program and do not require City permits or
environmental review.
A major turnaround offers the chance to change other equipment and processes in the Refinery
during that scheduled downtime. Thus, the turnaround schedule becomes the controlling factor
when planning and scheduling upgrades or other major changes to the process equipment at the
Refinery.
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3.3.2.3.2 Monitoring Activities
When processing a range of crude oils, there is a potential for adverse effects of contaminants on
refinery equipment, so process conditions must be regularly monitored. At the Refinery, two
particular programs are in place as part of the Refinery’s safety systems to identify, track and
manage these potential risks. The first is the Management of Change (MOC) process. The MOC
program is an integral part of the Refinery’s Process Safety Management (PSM) program.
Management of Change procedures are in place to manage changes to process streams,
chemicals, technology, equipment, and procedures. Before crude oils are processed at the
Refinery they are evaluated for their potential impact on equipment and operations. This
evaluation includes a review of, among other things, the acid content of the material (Total Acid
Number (TAN)) and sulfur content.
Excess amounts of TAN and chlorides can corrode and crack certain metallurgy at unacceptable
rates, reducing equipment life and affecting safe refinery operations. The refinery carefully
monitors TAN and chloride content to ensure the equipment continues to operate safely. If the
TAN or chloride content were to increase above the set parameters, the equipment would not last
as long and the refinery would have to shut down more frequently to do preventative maintenance
and equipment replacements resulting in much higher operating costs. Valero would not allow
high levels of acid content and chloride content in the refining process as that would affect its
safe operations.
Only after this extensive review are any new materials approved for processing. Monitoring of
changes continues with routine sampling of the new blended crude stream as well as sampling
other process streams for corrosion, dew point, and other parameters necessary to ensure safe
operations.
The second program in place is the Mechanical Integrity (MI) program. The MI program is
another integral part of the Refinery’s Process Safety Management (PSM) program. The MI
program includes an extensive plan for the ongoing field monitoring and evaluation of piping and
equipment to determine the actual condition of the equipment. An array of hundreds of thousands
of condition monitoring locations (CML) has been established to organize data to determine pipe
and equipment metal thicknesses and corrosion rates. The positive material identification (PMI)
element of the MI program is utilized to positively verify the actual materials of construction for
equipment in the Refinery. As an example, Valero’s PMI program includes a special procedure
for identification of low-silicon carbon steel material which is known to be less resistant to
corrosion under certain conditions when processing higher sulfur crudes. Under this
comprehensive MI program, strategies are developed for CML monitoring frequencies and to
forecast the timing for equipment replacement or repair. As a direct result of this program, and
not only as a result of VIP, various upgrades have been made at the Refinery to continue to safely
process a variety of crude oils.
As a Cal/OSHA Voluntary Protection Program (Cal/VPP) Star Site since 2006, the Refinery’s
safety management systems have undergone extensive reviews by Cal/OSHA and their auditors.
This includes a thorough review of the MOC and MI programs. Cal/VPP is designed to recognize
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employers and their employees who have implemented safety and health programs that
effectively prevent and control the hazards inherent in oil refining. These programs go beyond
Cal/OSHA standards and provide the best feasible protection at the Refinery.

3.4 Components of the Proposed Project
1HZDQG0RGLILHG)DFLOLWLHVDQG(TXLSPHQW
3.4.1.1 Tank car Unloading Rack
A new unloading rack (see Figure 3-10) capable of unloading two parallel rows of tank cars (one
on each side) and transferring crude oil to the Refinery would be constructed for the Project. The
1,500-foot-long unloading rack would be used only for unloading crude oil; there would be no
loading of crude oil or other materials at this rack. The rack would be installed in the northeastern
portion of the main Refinery property, between the eastern side of the lower tank farm and the
fence adjacent to Sulphur Springs Creek (see Figures 3-2 and 3-3). The fence would not be
relocated to accommodate the new construction. The unloading rack platform walkway would be
approximately 13 feet above grade. A majority of the lighting (primarily consisting of 25 new
aluminum poles with lights mounted 12 feet above the platform) and tank car access walkways
would be mounted to the unloading rack structure. A minimum of 23 feet vertical clearance is
required by UPRR for facilities that bisect a railway track, and this would be the height of the
proposed walkways. The tank car unloading rack would include directional lighting to illuminate
tank car connecting points beneath the tank cars, walkways, access platforms, and a service road.
The rack would use isolation valves specified to comply with BAAQMD best available control
technology (BACT) requirements for fugitive air emissions.
The new tank car unloading facilities would include a liquid spill containment sump with the
capacity to contain the contents of at least one tank car (shown in Figure 3-10 below the blue
colored rails). The rack area would be sloped inward towards the centerline of the rack. A
roadside curb would be provided east of the tracks near the fence line to further contain any
minor spills and leaks. In addition, the existing liquid spill containment for tanks abutting the tank
car unloading facilities would be modified to allow installation of the unloading facilities. Part of
the existing containment berm for the tank field would be removed and a new concrete berm
would be constructed approximately 12 feet west of the existing earthen berm.

3.4.1.2 Unloading Rail Spurs
Currently, the existing rail tracks at the Refinery serve the upper coke silo for petroleum coke
loading and the intermediate tank farm for the LPG transfers. There are no unloading rail spurs
for crude oil deliveries at the Refinery.
As a part of the proposed Project, existing tracks would be realigned and two unloading rail spurs
and a parallel storage and departure spur would be constructed to allow for receipt of tank cars at
the unloading rack (see Figure 3-3). The rail spurs and the parallel storage and departure spur
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Figure 3-10
Unloading Rack
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would be constructed between the eastern side of the lower tank farm and the western side of the
fence along Sulphur Springs Creek and would occupy a portion of Avenue “A.” The distance
between the existing fence and the centerline of the departure/storage track would be
approximately 14 feet. The centerline of the adjacent rail spur would be 15 feet from the
centerline of the departure/storage track, with another 25 feet between the centerline of this rail
spur to the western spur.
The proposed Project would install approximately 8,880 track-feet of new track on Refinery
property. This would primarily consist of tracks servicing the tank car unloading rack and the
tank car departure spur. To allow the tank cars to migrate between spurs, three new track turnouts
and one crossover would be installed. The proposed Project also proposes realigning
approximately 3,560 track-feet located on Refinery property.

3.4.1.3 Tank Cars
All tank cars used to transport crude oil from Roseville to Benicia would be owned or leased by
Valero. Each tank car is nominally 60 feet long, with a capacity of approximately 700 barrels
and a maximum gross weight on rail of 286,000 pounds.
Under regulations adopted by the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration
(PHMSA), crude oil shipped by rail must be shipped in tank cars built to the “DOT-111”
specification. DOT-111 tank cars are non pressure tank cars. The cars have a minimum shell
thickness of 7/16 inch and a design pressure of up to 500 pounds per square inch gage (psig)..
In 2011, the Association of American Railroads (AAR) voluntarily imposed more stringent
standards on the design of DOT-111 tank cars. AAR issued the new standards through Casualty
Prevention Circular 1232 (CPC-1232). CPC-1232 established the following requirements for
DOT-111 cars:
x
x

x
x
x

Thicker tank shell and tank heads;
Higher tensile strength, normalized steel to improve the ability of tank cars to survive an
accident;
Protective head shields at both ends of tank car;
Consolidated top fittings located beneath a robust steel protective housing; and
A reclosing pressure relief device to reduce the likelihood of over-pressure if the car is
involved in an accident and pool fire.

Tank cars that meet these new standards are generally known by the number “1232,” and are
referred to herein as “1232 Tank cars.” All DOT-111 tank cars ordered after October 1, 2011
must meet the standards for 1232 Tank cars. DOT-111 tank cars ordered before 2011 that do not
meet the standards for 1232 Tank cars are commonly known as “legacy” DOT-111 tank cars.
Valero would comply with all legal requirements applicable to the transport of crude oil by rail,
including all tank specification requirements. In one respect, however, Valero would exceed legal
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requirements. Valero has committed that, when the PHMSA regulations call for use of a DOT111 car, Valero would use 1232 Tank cars rather than legacy DOT-111 cars.

3.4.1.4 Ancillary Facilities
Ancillary facilities affected by the proposed Project would include crude oil offloading pumps
and pipeline and associated infrastructure, spill containment structures, a firewater pipeline,
groundwater wells, and a service road.
The existing spill containment structure around the lower tank farm consists of a 5- to 10-foottall, earthen berm to provide secondary containment for tanks. The existing liquid secondary
containment structure for the tanks abutting the tank car unloading facilities would be modified to
allow installation of the unloading facilities. Approximately 1,800 feet of the existing earthen
containment berm along the eastern edge of the tank farm would be removed and a new, 8-foottall concrete berm would be constructed approximately 12 feet west of the existing earthen berm.
The resulting containment capacity of the shared containment system would continue to meet or
exceed minimum regulatory containment requirements.
There is an existing firewater pipeline, several groundwater monitoring wells, a compressor
station, and a carbon dioxide line in the vicinity of Avenue “A.” These facilities would be
relocated to accommodate the new rail tracks.
Existing groundwater monitoring wells along Avenue “A” that interfere with the proposed facilities
would be relocated or removed. The wells would be replaced in-kind or abandoned, as approved by
the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Abandoned wells would be sealed and capped in
accordance with Solano County and California Department of Water Resources procedures.
A new service road, approximately 20 feet wide, would be added along the western side of the
new unloading rail spurs.

3URMHFW2SHUDWLRQ
3.4.2.1 Tank car Transport and Unloading
The tank car unloading rack would accommodate up to 25 tank cars on each side at one time (up
to two, 50 tank car “switches” per day would be transported to the rack by train). The tank cars
would be emptied into a single pipeline located between the two rail spurs at slightly below
ground level (see Figure 3-3). Each side of the rack would have 25 unloading stations, which
would “bottom-unload” closed-dome tank cars using 4-inch-diameter hose, with dry disconnect
couplings that would connect to a common header between the two sides of the rack (a check
valve, connected to the top of each tank car via 2-inch-diameter hose would open to allow
ambient air to enter during unloading and immediately close when unloading is finished). Three
new pumps would be located on the western side of a new service road between Tanks 1720 and
1716. Two pumps operating in parallel would pump the crude oil from the unloading rack header
via a new 16-inch pipeline. The third pump will be installed as a spare pump. This will facilitate

Valero Benicia Crude by Rail Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

3-20

June 2014

Comment
Letter B6
3. Project Description

periodic maintenance on the primary pumps. Once emptied, the 50 tank cars would be
disconnected from the rack, moved to an on-site departure spur, and then replaced by another 50rail-car switch.
A typical tank car handling scenario is described below:
1.

Tank cars carrying crude oil destined for the Refinery arrive at the UPRR Roseville
railyard.

2.

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

3.

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

4.

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

5.

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

6.

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

7.

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

8.

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

UPRR owns and maintains the main line between the Roseville railyard and the Bay Area. The
line is part of the Martinez subdivision. UPRR operates freight trains on the line, and allows
Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority (Capitol Corridor) passenger trains to operate on the
line.
Freight trains on the line include unit, manifest, and local trains. Unit trains carry just one
commodity, such as grain or crude oil. All of the cars in a unit train are shipped together from the
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same origin to the same destination. Manifest trains are express trains that carry a variety of
different commodities in cars with different origins and different destinations. Local trains make
multiple stops at terminals along the line. All of the trains carrying crude oil to the Refinery
would be unit trains travelling from an oil producing region to the Refinery.
The passenger trains are scheduled to the minute. UPRR dispatches the passenger trains so as to
meet these precise schedules. Freight trains do not typically run on regular schedules. In its
normal course of operation, however, UPRR dispatches freight trains so as to avoid congestion
that results in delayed deliveries.
If the Project were approved, Valero would ask UPRR to schedule Valero’s unit trains so that
none of them cross Park Road during the commute hours of 6:00 AM to 9:00 AM and 4:00 PM to
6:00 PM. UPRR has agreed to make all reasonable effort to comply with this request and,
therefore, it is expected that Valero’s unit trains will avoid crossing Park Road during the
commute hours. UPRR has demonstrated the ability to regularly meet passenger train schedules -the Capitol Corridor trains dispatched by UPRR are on time 97% of the time. One can assume
that UPRR will have little difficulty scheduling trains around a three hour window and a two hour
window, given their success in meeting the much more precise one-minute schedules required by
Capitol Corridor. Moreover, UPRR currently avoids dispatching freight trains during the
commute hours in order to ensure that freight trains do not delay the Capitol Corridor passenger
trains. Valero’s requested schedule, therefore, is consistent with UPRR’s existing practice for
dispatching freight trains.
Valero would schedule delivery of one train between the nighttime hours 8:00 PM and 5:00 AM,
and a second train in the daytime hours (except during the commute hours). It would take Valero
approximately 12 hours to unload each train and prepare the empty train for the return trip to
Roseville. Thus, two trains would cross Park Road during the evening hours, and two would cross
Park Road during the daytime hours other than the hours of 6:00 AM to 9:00 AM and 4:00 PM to
6:00 PM.
Operations noted in Steps 1 through 8 could occur at any time of day/7 days per week/365 days
per year. These operations would be dynamic and subject to change based on changing business
conditions.
The proposed Project could result in the addition of approximately 20 new permanent refinery
personnel (four crews of five), spread among different work shifts (two shifts per day) and on
different days (four crews per week).

3.5 Future Crude Oil Feedstock
The Project would allow Valero to receive North American crudes at the Benicia Refinery that
currently have limited accessibility. There are many North American crudes available in the
market today, with a wide range of weight and sulfur content. Available North American crudes
are listed on Table 3-1.
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TABLE 3-1
AVAILABLE NORTH AMERICAN CRUDES
Type

Crude

Origin

Light Sweet

New Mexico Sweet

New Mexico

Light Sweet

Utah Sweet

Utah

Light Sweet

Bakken

North Dakota

Light Sweet

Canadian Manitoba Sweet

Canada

Light Sweet

Light Sweet Synthetic

Canada

Light Sweet

Husky Synthetic Blend

Canada

Light Sweet

Mixed Sweet Blend

Canada

Light Sweet

Niobar

Colorado

Light Sweet

Suncor Synthetic A

Canada

Light Sweet

Premium Albian Synthetic

Canada

Light Sweet

Long Lake Light Synthetic

Canada

Light Sweet

Sour Light Edmonton

Canada

Light Sweet

Shell Synthetic Light

Canada

Light Sweet

Syncrude Synthetic

Canada

Light Sweet

West Texas Intermediate

Texas

Light Sweet

Wyoming Sweet

Wyoming

Light Sour

Light Sour Blend

Canada

Light Sour

Peace River Sour

Canada

Medium Sour

Bow River South

Canada

Medium Sour

Sour High Edmonton

Canada

Medium Sour

Kearl Lake

Canada

Medium Sour

Midale

Canada

Medium Sour

Mixed Sour Blend

Canada

Heavy Sour

Albian Heavy Synthetic

Canada

Heavy Sour

Access Western Blend

Canada

Heavy Sour

Bow River North

Canada

Heavy Sour

Cold Lake

Canada

Heavy Sour

Cold Lake

Canada

Heavy Sour

Fosterton

Canada

Heavy Sour

Lloyd Blend

Canada

Heavy Sour

Lloyd Kerrobert

Canada

Heavy Sour

Suncor Synthetic H

Canada

Heavy Sour

Peace River Heavy

Canada

Heavy Sour

Smiley-Coleville

Canada

Heavy Sour

SHE

Canada

Heavy Sour

Western Canadian Blend

Canada

Heavy Sour

Western Canadian Select

Canada

Heavy Sour

Wabasca Heavy

Canada

SOURCE: McGovern, 2014 (See Appendix K)
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Once the Project is complete, Valero plans to obtain North American crudes that are, on average,
lighter and sweeter than Valero’s current feedstocks. According to Valero, the North American
crudes will be “Alaskan North Slope (ANS) look-alikes or sweeter” (Valero, 2013). As explained
above, however, Valero selects crudes based on a range of variables that can change over time.
Thus, the project could foreseeably result in Valero’s purchase of any of the crudes listed above
as well as others that might become available.
Moreover, Valero must blend its crude feedstocks to a narrow range of weight and sulfur content
before processing. This constraint in turn limits the range of crude feedstocks that Valero can
purchase. Although Valero can acquire individual crudes ranging from light sweet to heavy sour,
the average weight and sulfur content of Valero’s crude feedstocks over any given period of time
must remain relatively constant.
Figure 3-11 displays the API Gravity and sulfur content of (1) all crudes delivered to west coast
refineries over a three year period; (2) a sample of crudes purchased by Valero over that same
period; and (3) a sample of North American crudes that would be available by rail if the Project
were approved and constructed. As the Figure shows, North American crudes span a similar
range of weight and sulfur content as crudes recently purchased by Valero, as well as all crudes
recently purchased by west coast refineries. In any case, the average weight and sulfur content of
all crudes purchased by Valero must remain with the yellow box.

SOURCE: Valero, 2013
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3.6 Project Construction
The following sections provide information on the construction phase of the proposed Project.

6FKHGXOH
The Refinery is scheduled to begin construction in 2014 and commence operations in late-2014 or
early 2015. Construction is expected to take approximately 25 weeks. Construction work would
be conducted in two 10-hours shifts per day, seven days per week for most activities.

6LWH3UHSDUDWLRQ
Construction activities would take place mostly near the lower tank farm area, along Avenue “A”
within the Refinery. Pipeline construction would take place in this area, which includes
Avenue ”A”, Avenue “D”, 9th Street, and 14th Street.
Construction activities would include excavation and grading, demolition of the existing spill
containment berm, realignment of existing track, and construction of a new containment wall,
unloading rack, new rail tracks, and piping and associated equipment. All new track construction /
operation would comply with the California Building Codes and CPUC General Orders 26-D, 72-B,
and 75-D.
Most of the area that would be disturbed by the Project lies between the tank farm containment
berm and the property fence, and is already graded. A part of this affected area that is graded and
paved with asphalt forms Avenue “A.” New tracks would result in a cut volume of approximately
16,000 cubic yards and fill volume of 2,000 cubic yards. Containment berm work would result in
a cut volume of 3,000 cubic yards. The new rail unloading rack would also result in a cut volume
of 1,500 cubic yards. The net cut volume is approximately 18,500 cubic yards.
Material deliveries would include, but would not be limited to, pumps, pipes, valves, fittings,
structural steel, plates, concrete, rebar, formwork, machinery and equipment, electrical
equipment, electrical conduit and cable, instrumentation, insulation, gaskets, bolts, nuts, rail
tracks, and fill material from off-site. Deliveries would also be required for additional services
equipment (e.g., portable toilets and temporary office trailers for construction contractors).

&RQVWUXFWLRQ/DERU)RUFH
The construction workforce would include workers conducting activities inside the Refinery in
and around the Project site. The total workforce is estimated to include 121 construction workers
per day over the construction period.
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&RQVWUXFWLRQ0DWHULDOVDQG6HUYLFHV
Laydown areas located off-site north and east of the Refinery at 251 West Channel Road and
443 Industrial Way, respectively, would host proposed Project equipment, and may also contain
temporary office trailers, security lighting, and other incidental features.

&RQVWUXFWLRQ7UDIILF
The proposed Project would generate additional construction and personal vehicle trips during the
construction period. Vehicle traffic would include employees, administrative personnel,
management, materials, bus drivers, and soil deliveries.
Prior to commencing construction, Valero would be required to submit a traffic control plan to
the City and other agencies as may be appropriate. Public safety measures approved by the City
Engineer would be maintained at key intersections or other driveways that may be affected by
construction vehicle ingress and egress. No physical entrance, roadway, or intersection
improvements would be needed to accommodate construction traffic volume.
Parking and on-site services would be provided for construction workers. Parking for the
construction contractors would be in the two existing lots on the southern side of the main
Refinery area. All temporary administrative, sanitary, and comfort services would be provided in
the areas designated for these purposes on Refinery property. There would be no parking or other
services off-site.

3.7 Federal Preemption of Railroad Regulation
Under the Commerce Clause of the United States Constitution, no state or local government may
impose laws or regulations that unduly burden interstate commerce. Because railroads are a key
component of the system of interstate commerce, most aspects of railroad operations are
governed exclusively by federal law.
With respect to land use requirements, the Interstate Commerce Commission Termination Act
(ICCTA) affords railroads flexibility in making necessary improvements and modifications to rail
infrastructure, subject to requirements of the federal Surface Transportation Board. Congress
afforded railroads this flexibility because of the integrated national nature of the American rail
system and the need for uniform and consistent standards across the country. As a general matter,
ICCTA broadly preempts state and local regulation of railroads. This preemption extends to “the
construction, acquisition, operation, abandonment, or discontinuance of spur, industrial, team,
switching, or side tracks, or facilities . . . . [T]he remedies provided under this part with respect to
regulation of rail transportation are exclusive and preempt the remedies provided under Federal or
State law.
The courts have repeatedly held that the ICCTA preempts state and local regulation, i.e., “those
state laws that may reasonably be said to have the effect of ‘managing’ or ‘governing’ rail
transportation.” Norfolk Southern Railway Company v. City of Alexandria, 608 F.3d 150, 157-158
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(4th Cir. 2010) (city ordinance and permit regulating the transportation of bulk materials,
including ethanol, was preempted by the ICCTA). The ICCTA also preempts state and local
regulation of the construction and operation of rail lines. Emerson v. Kansas City S. Ry. Co.,
503 F.3d 1126 (10th Cir. 2007); Friberg v. Kansas City S. Ry. Co., 267 F.3d 439 (5th Cir. 2001);
Green Mountain R.R. Corp. v. Vermont, 404 F.3d 638 (2d Cir. 2005) (preconstruction permitting
of a transload facility); City of Auburn v. United States, 154 F.3d 1025 (9th Cir. 1998)
(environmental and land use permitting). As one court noted, “[i]t is difficult to imagine a broader
statement of Congress’ intent to preempt state regulatory authority over railroad operations.” CSX
Transp. v. Georgia Public Service Comm’n, 944 F. Supp. 1573, 1581 (N.D. Ga. 1996).1
UPRR has taken the position that, among other types of regulation, any limitation on the volume
of product shipped or the frequency, route, or configuration of such shipments is clearly
preempted under federal law. UPRR has summarized its position in a statement set forth in
Appendix L.

1

While it is clear that UPRR does not require local land use permits in order to make improvements or modifications
to its operations or rail lines, as noted above, UPRR states that they are committed to operating their business safely
and working with the communities they serve to address concerns about those operations.
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CHAPTER 4

(QYLURQPHQWDO6HWWLQJ,PSDFWVDQG
0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUHV
4.0 Approach to the Analysis of Impacts
Organized by environmental resource area, this chapter provides an integrated discussion of the
environmental setting (including the regional, local and/or Project setting; regulatory setting; and
Project baseline) and environmental consequences (including environmental impacts and mitigation
measures for potentially significant impacts) associated with the construction, operation, and
maintenance of the Project.

&(4$5HTXLUHPHQWV
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines require that the
environmental analysis for an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must evaluate impacts
associated with a project and identify mitigation measures for any potentially significant impacts.
All phases of a project are evaluated in the analysis. The CEQA Guidelines state:
x

x

An EIR shall identify and focus on the significant environmental effects of the proposed
project. In assessing the impact of a proposed project on the environment, the lead agency
should normally limit its examination to changes in the existing physical conditions in the
affected area as they exist at the time the notice of preparation [NOP] is published, or
where no notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is
commenced. Direct and indirect significant effects of the project on the environment shall
be clearly identified and described, giving due consideration to both the short-term and
long-term effects. The discussion should include relevant specifics of the area, the
resources involved, physical changes, alterations to ecological systems, and changes
induced in population distribution, population concentration, the human use of the land
(including commercial and residential development), health and safety problems caused by
the physical changes, and other aspects of the resource base such as water, historical
resources, scenic quality, and public services. The EIR shall also analyze any significant
environmental effects the project might cause by bringing development and people into the
area affected (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2[a]).
The EIR shall discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable
general plans, specific plans, and regional plans. Such regional plans include, but are not
limited to, the applicable air quality attainment or maintenance plan or State
Implementation Plan, area-wide waste treatment and water quality control plans, regional
transportation plans, regional housing allocation plans, regional blueprint plans, plans for
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the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, habitat conservation plans, natural community
conservation plans and regional land use plans for the protection of the Coastal Zone,
Lake Tahoe Basin, San Francisco Bay, and Santa Monica Mountains (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15125[d]).
x

An EIR shall describe feasible measures which could minimize significant adverse impacts,
including where relevant, inefficient and unnecessary consumption of energy (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.4[a]). Mitigation measures must be fully enforceable through
permit conditions, agreements, or other legally-binding instruments (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.4[a][2]). Mitigation measures are not required for effects which are not
found to be significant (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4[a][3]).

6HFWLRQ&RQWHQWVDQG'HILQLWLRQRI7HUPV
Chapter Organization
Chapter 4 is organized into the following 11 environmental resource or issue areas:
4.1 Air Quality
4.2 Biological Resources
4.3 Cultural Resources
4.4 Energy Conservation
4.5 Geology and Soils
4.6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

4.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
4.8 Hydrology and Water Quality
4.9 Land Use and Planning
4.10 Noise
4.11 Transportation and Traffic

Section Contents
Sections 4.1 through 4.11 include this basic information:
x

x
x

x

Regional, Local, and/or Project Setting: provides an overview of the physical environmental
conditions in the area at the time of, or prior to, the publication of the NOP, that could
be affected by implementation of the Project in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15125.
Regulatory Setting: identifies the laws, regulations, ordinances, plans, and policies that are
relevant to each resource area.
Project Baseline: identifies the actual existing physical conditions to provide a point of
comparison between pre-project conditions (the baseline) and post-project conditions in
order to determine whether the change in the environment caused by the Project is
significant under CEQA. The baseline is tailored to each resource area, and is predicated on
the significance criteria under which the impacts are assessed. For most resource areas, the
baseline is the same as the “environmental setting,” i.e., the physical environmental
conditions in the vicinity of the Project as they existed in the spring of 2013 when the
Initial Study / Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) was prepared for the Project (see
Appendix A). (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15125(a), 15126.2(a)). In sections where this is not
the case, the baseline used and the reasoning for the baseline are discussed in detail.
Significance Criteria: provides the criteria used in this document to define the level at
which an impact would be considered significant in accordance with CEQA. Significance
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x

x

criteria are based on CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, Appendix F, and the checklist
presented in Appendix G; factual or scientific information and data; and regulatory
standards of the City of Benicia, and federal, State, and local agencies.
Impact Identification: each section identifies and lists impacts sequentially. An impact
statement precedes the discussion of each impact and provides a summary of the impact
topic. Each impact is categorized as one of the following:
-

No Impact: would not cause any change in the environment as measured by the
applicable significance criterion; therefore, no mitigation would be required.

-

Less than Significant: would not cause a substantial adverse change in the
environment as measured by the applicable significance criterion; therefore, no
mitigation would be required.

-

Less than Significant with Mitigation: would cause a substantial adverse change in
the physical conditions of the environment; one or more feasible mitigation measures
would reduce the environmental effects to a less-than-significant level.

-

Significant and Unavoidable: would cause a substantial adverse change in the
physical conditions of the environment; there is either no feasible mitigation
available or, even with implementation of feasible mitigation measures, the project
would cause a significant adverse effect on the environment.

Mitigation Measures: recommended where feasible to avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, or
compensate for potential significant, adverse impacts of the Project in accordance with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4. Each mitigation measure is identified numerically to
correspond with the number of the impact it addresses.

2WKHU,PSDFW$QDO\VLV
Cumulative impacts resulting from a combination of the Project’s impacts with impacts from
other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects are
discussed in Chapter 5, CEQA Statutory Sections. Chapter 6, Analysis of Alternatives, analyzes
the impacts of alternatives to the Project for each resource area, as compared to the impacts of the
Project.

*HRJUDSKLF6FRSHRI$QDO\VLV
CEQA requires the City to consider and discuss the Project’s impacts on the environment,
including any impacts of the Project that might be felt outside the Project area. Impacts felt
outside the Project area, however, may be discussed in less detail if they are indirect and/or
difficult to predict. The City is not required to speculate, and may limit its analysis to impacts that
are reasonably foreseeable.
Some of the Project’s potential impacts would be felt only within the Refinery complex, such as
any geological impacts. Other impacts might, at least potentially, extend into the Refinery’s
immediate vicinity. Examples include impacts in the areas of aesthetics, biological resources,
hydrology and water quality, land use and planning. Other Project impacts could, at least

Valero Benicia Crude by Rail Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

4.0-3

June 2014

Comment Letter B6

4. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
Approach to the Analysis of Impacts

potentially, be felt beyond the Refinery’s immediate vicinity. Examples include impacts in the
areas of air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards, and transportation.
The analysis in each environmental resource area below includes a discussion of any Project
impacts that might be felt outside the Project area and/or outside the Project’s immediate vicinity.
Project impacts that are indirect and/or difficult to predict are discussed in less detail than direct
impacts that can be predicted with reasonable certainty.
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4.1 Air Quality
,QWURGXFWLRQ
Air quality depends on the balance between the rate and location of pollutant emissions and the
meteorological conditions and topographic features that disperse those pollutants. Atmospheric
conditions such as wind speed, wind direction, and air temperature gradients interact with the
physical features of the landscape to determine the movement and dispersal of air pollutants, and
consequently affect air quality. This section analyzes and evaluates the potential impacts of the
Project on regional and local air quality from both stationary and mobile sources of air emissions.
Mitigation measures are presented to reduce these impacts to less than significant levels. Analysis
of potential impacts with regard to greenhouse gases is provided in Section 4.6, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions.

6HWWLQJ
This setting description provides an overview of region-specific information related to climate
and meteorology, air pollutants of concern, existing air quality conditions, sensitive receptors, and
the regulatory setting pertaining to the Project area.

4.1.2.1 Climate and Meteorology
The Valero Benicia Refinery (Refinery) is located in the City of Benicia within the San Francisco
Bay Area Air Basin (Bay Area Basin). The Bay Area Basin encompasses the nine-county region
including all of Alameda, Contra Costa, Santa Clara, San Francisco, San Mateo, Marin, and Napa
Counties, and the southern portions of Solano and Sonoma Counties. The climate of the greater
Bay Area, including Benicia, is a Mediterranean-type climate characterized by warm, dry
summers and mild, wet winters. The climate is determined largely by a high-pressure system that
is almost always present over the eastern Pacific Ocean off the west coast of North America.
High-pressure systems are characterized by an upper layer of dry air that warms as it descends,
restricting the mobility of cooler marine-influenced air near the ground surface, and resulting in
the formation of subsidence inversions. In winter, the Pacific high-pressure system shifts
southward, allowing storms to pass through the region. During summer and fall, emissions
generated within the Bay Area can combine with abundant sunshine under the restraining
influences of topography and subsidence inversions to create conditions that are conducive to the
formation of photochemical pollutants, such as ozone and secondary particulates, such as sulfates
and nitrates.
The air pollution potential is lowest for those regions closest to the Bay, due largely to good
ventilation and less influx of pollutants from upwind sources. The occurrence of light winds in the
evenings and early mornings occasionally results in elevated pollutant levels. Wind flow patterns
are controlled by air circulation in the atmosphere, which is affected by air pressure and the variable
topography of the coastal areas adjacent to the Carquinez Strait, the only sea-level gap between San
Francisco Bay and the Central Valley. Prevailing winds in the Project area are from the southwest
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passing through the Carquinez Strait. During the summer and fall months, high pressure offshore
coupled with low pressure in the Central Valley causes marine air to flow northeastward through
the Carquinez Strait. Sometimes atmospheric conditions cause air to flow from the east. East winds
usually contain more pollutants than the cleaner marine air from the west. In the summer and fall
months, this can cause elevated pollutant levels to move into the central Bay Area through the
Carquinez Strait. These high-pressure periods are usually accompanied by low wind speeds,
shallow mixing depths, higher temperatures, and little or no rainfall.
Temperature fluctuations in the Project area tend to be small because of the strong marine
influence on the climate. However, on certain occasions, offshore continental airflow can bring
more extreme variations in temperature. The mean annual temperature in Benicia is 63 degrees
Fahrenheit with prevailing winds from west to southeast. Annual rainfall averages 19 inches and
falls mostly from December through April (City of Benicia, 2013).

4.1.2.2 Air Pollutants of Concern
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has identified criteria air pollutants that are
a threat to public health and welfare. These pollutants are called “criteria” air pollutants because
standards have been established for each of them to meet specific public health and welfare criteria
(see Section 4.1.2.5, Regulatory Setting). Below are descriptions of criteria pollutants that are a
concern in the Project area.

Ozone
Ozone is a respiratory irritant and an oxidant that increases susceptibility to respiratory infections
and that can cause substantial damage to vegetation and other materials. Ozone is not emitted
directly into the atmosphere, but is a secondary air pollutant produced in the atmosphere through
a complex series of photochemical reactions involving precursor organic compounds (POC) and
nitrogen oxides (NOx). POC and NOx are known as precursor compounds for ozone. Significant
ozone production generally requires ozone precursors to be present in a stable atmosphere with
strong sunlight for approximately three hours.
Ozone is a regional air pollutant because it is not emitted directly by sources, but is formed
downwind of sources of POC and NOx under the influence of wind and sunlight. Ozone
concentrations tend to be higher in the late spring, summer, and fall, when the long sunny days
combine with regional subsidence inversions to create conditions conducive to the formation and
accumulation of secondary photochemical compounds, like ozone.

Nitrogen Dioxide
Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) is an air quality pollutant of concern because it acts as a respiratory irritant.
NO2 is a major component of the group of gaseous nitrogen compounds commonly referred to as
NOx. A precursor to ozone formation, NOx is produced by fuel combustion in motor vehicles, industrial
stationary sources (such as industrial activities), ships, aircraft, and rail transit. Typically, NOx emitted
from fuel combustion is in the form of nitric oxide (NO) and NO2. NO is often converted to NO2
when it reacts with ozone or undergoes photochemical reactions in the atmosphere.
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Carbon Monoxide
Carbon monoxide (CO) is a non-reactive pollutant that is a product of incomplete combustion and
is mostly associated with motor vehicle traffic. High CO concentrations develop primarily during
winter when periods of light winds combine with the formation of ground level temperature
inversions (typically from the evening through early morning). These conditions result in reduced
dispersion of vehicle emissions. Motor vehicles also exhibit increased CO emission rates at low
air temperatures. When inhaled at high concentrations, CO combines with hemoglobin in the
blood and reduces the oxygen-carrying capacity of the blood. This results in reduced oxygen
reaching the brain, heart, and other body tissues. This condition is especially critical for people
with cardiovascular diseases, chronic lung disease, or anemia.

Particulate Matter
Particulates less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10) and particulates less than 2.5 microns in
diameter (PM2.5) can be inhaled into air passages and the lungs and can cause adverse health
effects. Particulate matter in the atmosphere results from many kinds of dust- and fume-producing
industrial and agricultural operations, fuel combustion, and atmospheric photochemical reactions.
Some sources of particulate matter, such as demolition and construction activities, are more local
in nature, while others, such as vehicular traffic, have a more regional effect. Very small particles
of certain substances (e.g., sulfates and nitrates) can cause lung damage directly, or can contain
adsorbed gases (e.g., chlorides or ammonium) that may be injurious to health. According to a
study by the California Air Resources Board (CARB), exposure to ambient PM2.5 can be
associated with approximately 14,000 to 24,000 premature annual deaths statewide (CARB,
2009). Particulates can also damage materials and reduce visibility.

Other Criteria Pollutants
Sulfur dioxide (SO2) is a combustion product of sulfur or sulfur-containing fuels such as coal.
SO2 is also a precursor to the formation of atmospheric sulfate and particulate matter (both PM10
and PM2.5) and contributes to potential atmospheric sulfuric acid formation that could precipitate
downwind as acid rain. Lead has a range of adverse neurotoxic health effects, and was formerly
released into the atmosphere primarily via the combustion of leaded gasoline. The phase-out of
leaded gasoline in California resulted in decreasing levels of atmospheric lead.

4.1.2.3 Existing Air Quality
The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) operates a regional monitoring network
that measures the ambient concentrations of criteria pollutants. Existing and probable future
general levels of air quality in the Project area can generally be inferred from ambient air quality
measurements conducted by BAAQMD at its monitoring stations. The major criteria pollutants of
concern in the Bay Area (i.e., ozone, PM10, PM2.5, CO, NO2, and SO2) are monitored at a number
of locations. Background ambient concentrations of pollutants are determined by pollutant
emissions in a given area, and wind patterns and meteorological conditions for that area. As a result,
background concentrations can vary among different locations within Solano County. However,
areas located close together and exposed to similar wind conditions can be expected to have
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similar background pollutant concentrations. The closest BAAQMD monitoring station to
Benicia is the Tuolumne Street station in Vallejo. The Vallejo station is located about 5.5 miles
northwest of the Refinery and monitors ozone, CO, NO2, and PM2.5. Because Benicia and the
Vallejo station are close and are exposed to similar wind locations, these areas can be expected to
have similar background pollutant concentrations.
The fact that the results from the Vallejo monitoring station are representative of emissions in
Benicia is confirmed by the results of an air monitoring study conducted just west of the Refinery
from 2007-2008. In April 2007, the BAAQMD installed a temporary portable air monitoring
station west of the refinery near East Second Street and collected approximately 18 months of
data. Criteria pollutants (Ozone, NOx, SO2, CO and PM10) were measured, as well as PM2.5 and
other organic compounds. Results were shared with the community during a meeting in May
2009. The results of this portable air monitoring station correlated closely with the results from
the monitoring stations in Vallejo and Concord. In fact, typical concentrations at the Vallejo and
Concord stations were higher than the concentrations in Benicia. Benicia’s CO, NOx and benzene
concentrations were among the lowest in the Bay Area. PM10 and other organic compounds were
well below the Bay Area average. Ozone concentrations in Concord were higher than in Benicia
(BAAQMD, 2009a).
Table 4.1-1 shows a 5-year (2008 through 2012) summary of data collected at the Tuolumne
Street station compared to National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and California
Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS), which are presented in more detail in Table 4.1-2.
As shown in Table 4.1-1, the State 1-hour ozone standard was exceeded once in 2008 and twice
in 2009. The State 8-hour ozone standard was exceeded three times in 2008, once in 2009, and
twice in 2010, while the national 8-hour ozone standard was exceeded only once in 2010. CARB
estimates that in 2008, 2009, 2011, and 2012, the federal PM2.5 24-hour standard was exceeded
approximately seven times, five times, six times, and once per year, respectively, while there
were no exceedances of the State or federal annual average standards during the entire 5-year
summary period. As indicated in the table, no exceedances of the applicable CO or NO2 standards
were recorded at the Tuolumne Street station during the 5-year period (CARB, 2013).

4.1.2.4 Sensitive Receptors
Some receptors are considered more sensitive than others to air pollutants. The reasons for greater
than average sensitivity include pre-existing health problems, proximity to emissions sources, or
duration of exposure to air pollutants. Schools, hospitals, and convalescent homes are considered
to be relatively sensitive to poor air quality because children, elderly people, and the infirm are
more susceptible to respiratory distress and other air quality-related health problems than the
general public. Residential areas are considered sensitive to poor air quality because people
usually stay home for extended periods of time, with greater associated exposure to ambient air
quality. Recreational uses are also considered sensitive due to the greater exposure to ambient air
quality conditions because vigorous exercise associated with recreation places a high demand on
the human respiratory system.

Valero Benicia Crude by Rail Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

4.1-4

June 2014

Comment Letter B6

4. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Air Quality

TABLE 4.1-1
AIR QUALITY DATA SUMMARY (2008–2012) FOR THE PROJECT AREA
State/
National
Standards

Pollutant

Monitoring Data by Year
2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

0.085

Ozone, O3
Highest 1-Hour Average, ppm

0.09 / --

Days over State 1-Hour Standard
Highest 8-Hour Average, ppm

0.070/0.075

Days over State/National 8-Hour Standards

0.109

0.104

0.091

0.090

1

2

0

0

0

0.075

0.074

0.081

0.070

0.063

3/0

1/0

2/1

0/0

0/0

Carbon Monoxide, CO
Highest 8-Hour Average, ppm

9.0 / 9

2.31

2.23

1.94

2.41

2.24

0

0

0

0

0

0.18 / 0.10

0.067

0.049

0.055

0.047

0.052

0

0

0

0

0

0.030/0.053

0.010

0.010

0.009

0.010

0.009

0

0

0

0

0

50.0

38.9

29.5

54.2

36.8

7.1

5.4

0.0

6.0

1.0

9.9

9.7

7.7

9.7

8.9

Days over State 8-Hour Standards

Nitrogen Dioxide, NO2
Highest 1-Hour Average, ppm
Days over State/National 1-Hour Standards
Annual Average, ppm
Exceed State/National Annual Standards?

Fine Particulate Matter, PM2.5
Highest 24-Hour Average, µg/m

3

- / 35 *

Est. days over National 24-Hour Standard
Annual Average, µg/m

3

12 /12.0**

Exceed State/National Standards?

No

No

No

No

No

NOTES: All data were measured at the Vallejo-Tuolumne Street station. Generally, state standards are not to be exceeded and national
standards are not to be exceeded more than once per year. Values in bold are in excess of applicable standard; ppm = parts per
million; and µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter.
* The national PM 2.5 24-hour standard is 35 µg/m3, averaged over 3 years. There is no state PM 2.5 24-hour standard.
** The new national PM2.5 annual average standard was strengthened to12.0 µg/m3 on December 14, 2012, but it was not in affect for the
years sampled.
SOURCE: CARB, 2013

The Project is located within the Refinery in an area designated for General Industrial uses in the
City of Benicia General Plan (City of Benicia, 1999). Sensitive uses are not immediately adjacent
to the developed part of the Refinery. In general, the Refinery complex is bordered by 470 acres
of mostly undeveloped Valero property to the south and west, and general industrial uses to the
north and east. Residential uses are located to the south (Hillcrest neighborhood) and west
(Southampton neighborhood) of the Valero buffer land boundaries. The closest sensitive receptors
to the Project would be residences in neighborhoods northwest of the Refinery, approximately
2,100 feet northwest of the proposed northern extent of the new unloading tracks and approximately
2,250 feet northwest of the proposed northern extent of the new unloading racks. There are no
sensitive receptors within 2,000 feet of any of the Project components. Land uses immediately
northeast and southeast of the Refinery are also non-sensitive land uses, consisting of Interstate
680 and the Benicia Industrial Park.
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4.1.2.5 Regulatory Setting
Criteria Air Pollutants
Regulation of air pollution is achieved through both national and State ambient air quality
standards and emission limits for individual sources of air pollutants. As required by the federal
Clean Air Act (CAA), the USEPA has identified criteria pollutants and has established NAAQS
to protect public health and welfare. NAAQS have been established for ozone, CO, NO2, SO2,
PM10, PM2.5, and lead. To protect human health and the environment, the USEPA has set
“primary” and “secondary” maximum ambient standards for each of the criteria pollutants.
Primary standards were set to protect human health, particularly sensitive individuals such as
children, the elderly, and individuals suffering from chronic lung conditions such as asthma and
emphysema. Secondary standards were set to protect the natural environment and prevent further
deterioration of animals, crops, vegetation, and buildings.
The NAAQS are defined as the maximum acceptable concentration that may be reached, but not
exceeded more than once per year. California has adopted more stringent ambient air quality
standards for most of the criteria air pollutants. Table 4.1-2 presents both sets of ambient air
quality standards (i.e., national and State) and the Bay Area Basin’s attainment status for each
standard. California has also established State ambient air quality standards for sulfates, hydrogen
sulfide, and vinyl chloride.
TABLE 4.1-2
AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS AND BAY AREA AIR BASIN ATTAINMENT STATUS
State Standard

National Standard

Averaging
Time

Concentration

Attainment Status

Concentration

Attainment Status

Ozone

1-Hour
8-Hour

0.09 ppm
0.070 ppm

Non-Attainment
Non-Attainment

–
0.075 ppm

–
Non-Attainment

Carbon
Monoxide

1-Hour
8-Hour

Nitrogen
Dioxide

1-Hour
Annual

0.18 ppm
0.030 ppm

Attainment
Attainment

100 ppb
0.053 ppm

–
Attainment

Sulfur Dioxide

1-Hour
3-Hour
24-Hour
Annual

0.25 ppm
–
0.04 ppm
–

Attainment
–
Attainment
–

75 ppb
0.5 ppm *
0.14 ppm
0.030 ppm

Attainment
Attainment
Attainment
Attainment

Pollutant

20 ppm
9.0 ppm

Attainment
Attainment

35 ppm
9 ppm

Attainment
Attainment

Respirable
Particulate
Matter (PM10)

24-Hour
Annual

50 µg/m
3
20 µg/m

3

Non-Attainment
Non-Attainment

150 µg/m
–

3

Fine Particulate
Matter (PM2.5)

24-Hour
Annual

–
3
12 µg/m

–
Non-Attainment

35 µg/m

3

Lead

30-Day
Quarterly

1.5 µg/m
–

3

Attainment

–

Unclassified
–

12.0 µg/m **

Non-Attainment
Attainment**

–
3
1.5 µg/m

–
Attainment

3

NOTES: ppm = parts per million; ppb = parts per billion; ȝg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter.
* Secondary National Standard.
** The new national PM2.5 annual average standard was lowered to 12.0 µg/m3 on December 14, 2012; attainment for this new standard
has yet to be determined. The Bay Area was in attainment of the previous national PM2.5 standard of 15 µg/m3.
SOURCE: BAAQMD, 2014a.
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As shown in the table, the Bay Area is currently classified as non-attainment for the 1-hour State
ozone standard as well as for the federal and State 8-hour standards. Additionally, the Bay Area is
classified as non-attainment for the State 24-hour and annual arithmetic mean PM10 standards as
well as the State annual arithmetic mean and the national 24-hour PM2.5 standards. The Bay Area
is unclassified or classified as attainment for all other pollutants standards (BAAQMD, 2014a).

Toxic Air Contaminants
The Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act of 1987 (AB 2588) seeks to
identify and evaluate risk from air toxics sources, but does not directly regulate air toxics
emissions. Under the Act, toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions from individual facilities are
quantified and prioritized. “High-priority” facilities are required to perform a health risk
assessment and, if specific thresholds are violated, are required to communicate the results to the
public in the form of notices and public meetings. Depending on the risk levels, emitting facilities
are required to implement varying levels of risk reduction measures. The BAAQMD implements
AB 2588, and is responsible for prioritizing facilities that emit air toxics, reviewing health risk
assessments, and implementing risk reduction procedure. Pursuant to the requirements of
AB 2588, the BAAQMD publishes an air toxics emissions inventory that details the TAC
emissions of facilities throughout the Bay Area.

Federal
USEPA is responsible for implementing the programs established under the federal CAA, such as
developing and reviewing the NAAQS and judging the adequacy of State Implementation Plans
(SIPs), but has delegated the authority to implement many of the federal programs to the states
while retaining an oversight role to ensure that the programs continue to be implemented.

State of California
CARB is responsible for establishing and reviewing the State standards, compiling the California
SIP and securing approval of that plan from USEPA, conducting research and planning, and
identifying TACs. CARB also regulates mobile sources of emissions in California, such as
construction equipment, trucks, and automobiles, and oversees the activities of California’s air
quality management districts, which are organized at the county or regional level. Air quality
management districts are primarily responsible for regulating stationary sources at industrial and
commercial facilities within their geographic areas and for preparing the air quality plans that are
required under the federal CAA and California CAA.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District
BAAQMD is the regional agency with jurisdiction over the nine-county region located in the Bay
Area Basin. The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (MTC), county transportation agencies, cities and counties, and
various non-governmental organizations also join in the efforts to improve air quality through a
variety of programs. These programs include the adoption of regulations and policies, as well as
implementation of extensive education and public outreach programs. BAAQMD is also
responsible for attaining and/or maintaining air quality in the Bay Area Basin within federal and
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State air quality standards. Specifically, BAAQMD has the responsibility to monitor ambient air
pollutant levels throughout the Bay Area and to develop and implement strategies to attain the
applicable federal and State standards.
Authority to Construct/Permit to Operate

The BAAQMD requires that any person or facility that puts in place, builds, erects, installs,
modifies, modernizes, alters, or replaces any article, machine, equipment, or other contrivance, the
use of which may cause, reduce, or control the emission of air contaminants first secure written
authorization from the BAAQMD in the form of an Authority to Construct Permit.1 The BAAQMD
implements the permit process through a pre-construction review and approval process that takes
place after the equipment is designed, but before it is installed. The pre-construction review for new
and modified sources applies to both stationary and portable sources of emissions that do not
qualify for a permit exemption (BAAQMD, 2013). After an Authority to Construct has been
issued and construction is complete, BAAQMD staff may inspect the facility in operation to
verify that equipment performs as required. If it does, the BAAQMD issues a Permit to Operate,
which may contain specific operating conditions for equipment. The permit must be renewed
annually (BAAQMD, 2013). The Project would emit regulated, fugitive reactive organic gases
(ROG) from unloading rack, pumps, and pipeline components, such as flanges and valves, and
therefore the facility must obtain an Authority to Construct permit and Permit to Operate from the
BAAQMD.
Title V Federal Operating Permit (Title V)

Title V of the 1990 federal CAA Amendments requires all major sources and some minor sources
of air pollution to obtain an operating permit. A Title V permit grants a source permission to
operate. The permit includes all air pollution requirements that apply to the source, including
emissions limits and monitoring, record keeping, and reporting requirements. It also requires that
the source report its compliance status with respect to permit conditions to the permitting
authority. Under Title V of the federal CAA, any source that emits or has the potential to emit
100 tons per year or more of any criteria air pollutant is a major source and must obtain a Title V
operating permit. Title V permits in the Bay Area are issued by the BAAQMD and implemented
by Regulation 2, Rule 6 of the BAAQMD Rules and Regulations. The Refinery is a major facility
and currently holds a Title V operating permit. Based on the BAAQMD’s rules, the Project would
qualify as a Minor Permit Revision of the Title V operating permit in accordance with Regulation
2-6-215 because it is not an administrative or significant permit revision. The proposed revisions
are not considered to be administrative or significant because there are no proposed revisions that
meet the definition for administrative revisions under Regulation 2-6-201 or that meet the
definition for significant revisions under Section 2-6-226. Valero would submit a Title V permit
modification application following receipt of the Authority to Construct permit for the Project.
New Source Review

New Source Review is a preconstruction permitting program established as part of the 1977
federal CAA Amendments. In the Bay Area, the BAAQMD has partial delegation to
1

Unless the source is specifically excluded or exempt from permit requirements.
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implement the New Source Review program. It applies to new and modified major sources
requiring an Authority to Construct. It serves to ensure that air quality is not significantly
degraded from the addition of new and modified stationary sources and that any large new or
modified industrial source would be as clean as possible, using Best Available Control
Technology (BACT), Best Available Control Technology for Toxics (TBACT), and emission
offsets. The Bay Area Basin is currently a non-attainment area for state ozone, PM10, and PM2.5
standards; accordingly, some of the requirements under the BAAQMD’s policy are more
stringent than federal policy.
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (CEQA) Guidelines

On June 2, 1010, the BAAQMD adopted CEQA thresholds of significance for air quality impacts
within the BAAQMD (2010 Thresholds) (2010a). At that time, BAAQMD recommended that
local lead agencies conducting air quality analysis under CEQA use these thresholds of
significance. On November 29, 2010, the California Building Industry Association filed a petition
for writ of mandate in Alameda County Superior Court challenging the 2010 Thresholds on
various grounds. On March, 5, 2012 the court in that case ruled that the BAAQMD failed to
comply with CEQA before adopting the 2010 Thresholds (Alameda Superior Court, 2012a). The
Court ordered the BAAQMD to set aside its approval of the Thresholds and “cease dissemination
and publication of the Thresholds” as thresholds of general application (Alameda Superior Court,
2012b). The Court did not find that the Thresholds themselves were invalid or unlawful for any
reason other than the fact that the BAAQMD failed to comply with CEQA before adopting them
(Alameda Superior Court, 2012a). Nor did the Court in any way restrain any lead agencies from
relying on the same thresholds.
The BAAQMD appealed the Superior Court’s decision and, on August 13, 2013, the First
Appellate District reversed the trial court ruling (First Appellate District, 2013). The petitioner
then filed a petition for review with the California Supreme Court. On November 26, 2013, the
Supreme Court granted limited review (Supreme Court, 2013). The grant of review superseded
the Court of Appeal opinion, such that the Superior’s Court’s ruling will remain in effect while
the matter is pending before the Supreme Court (BAAQMD 2014b).
Because the Superior Court ruling remains in place, the BAAQMD “is no longer recommending
that the Thresholds be used as a generally applicable measure of a project’s significant air quality
impacts” (BAAQMD 2014b). Lead agencies remain free, however, to apply any significance
thresholds that are based on substantial evidence in the record. Lead agencies could, for example,
use the significance thresholds set forth in the BAAQMD’s December 1999 “CEQA Guidelines”
(1999 Thresholds). Lead agencies may also use the 2010 Thresholds, as long as the decision to
use a particular threshold is based on substantial evidence. The BAAQMD's "Revised Draft
Options and Justification Report" cites a variety of evidence in support of the 2010 Thresholds.
Air Quality Plans

Air quality plans developed to meet federal requirements are referred to as State Implementation
Plans (SIPs). The federal CAA and the California CAA require plans to be developed for areas
designated as nonattainment (with the exception of areas designated as nonattainment for the
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State PM10 standard). At a public hearing on September 15, 2010, the BAAQMD Board of
Directors adopted the final Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan (2010 CAP), and certified the Final
Environmental Impact Report on the 2010 CAP. The 2010 CAP serves to update the 2005 Bay
Area Ozone Strategy in compliance with the requirements of the Chapter 10 of the California
Health & Safety Code. This plan includes ozone control measures and also considers the impacts
of these control measures on particulate matter, air toxics, and greenhouse gas emissions in a
single, integrated plan.
The 2010 CAP control strategy includes revised, updated, and new measures in the three
traditional control measure categories: stationary sources measures, mobile source measures, and
transportation control measures. In addition, the 2010 CAP identifies two new categories of
control measures, including land use and local impact measures and energy and climate measures
(BAAQMD, 2010b).
Air Toxics Program

The BAAQMD’s Air Toxics Program integrates federal and State air toxics mandates with local
goals that have been established by the BAAQMD’s Board of Directors. The program consists of
several elements that are designed to identify and reduce public exposure to TACs. Under the
preconstruction review of new and modified sources program, proposed projects are reviewed for
potential health impacts, with the requirement that significant new/modified sources use the Best
Available Control Technology to minimize TAC emissions. All applications for new or modified
permits are reviewed for air toxics impacts, in accordance with the BAAQMD’s Risk Management
Policy and by Regulation 2, Rule 5: New Source Review of Toxic Air Contaminants.

City of Benicia General Plan
The City of Benicia General Plan includes specific policies to preserve and enhance existing
development and to provide for orderly and appropriate new development of the City of Benicia
until approximately the year 2020. The following General Plan policies are relevant to air quality
analysis of the project (City of Benicia, 1999):
Policy 4.8.1: Evaluate potential hazards and environmental risks to sensitive
receptors before approving development;
Policy 4.9.1: Establish whether a significant air pollution problem exists in Benicia and the
City’s role in resolving it; and
Policy 4.10.1: Support implementation of the BAAQMD Clean Air Plan.

4.1.2.6 Project Baseline
Under CEQA, the project baseline is normally defined as the physical conditions of the
environment as it exists at the time of publication of the Notice of Preparation of the project EIR
or at the time the environmental analysis commenced. There are two important exceptions to this
rule. First, the baseline for increased emissions from existing permitted equipment includes
emissions associated with maximum operation of the equipment allowed under existing permits
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if, and only if, the permits were issued in connection with prior CEQA review. Second, where an
existing facility's operations regularly fluctuate over time, the lead agency may use an average of
recent conditions rather than the conditions that happen to exist when environmental review
begins.
The Project here would not result in any emissions increases from existing, permitted Refinery
equipment. The Project would, however, result in emissions increases from locomotives traveling
to and from the Refinery. The Project would also reduce emissions from ships traveling to and
from the Refinery. For purposes of analyzing these transportation-related emissions, this analysis
uses as the baseline the annual average of emissions over a three-year period. A three-year
average is commonly used as the baseline for CEQA review of refinery modification projects to
more accurately account for the cyclic nature of refinery operations. This is because while
refineries tend to operate at capacity for extended periods of time, refineries also undergo
periodic multi-week unit-specific and plant-wide shutdowns for scheduled maintenance (referred
to as a turnaround). These scheduled maintenance activities can be as frequent as annually to as
infrequent as once every six years. Market forces can also cause refineries to vary their
production to meet market demand. For the reasons described, the annual average based on three
previous years of operation is more representative of a facility’s baseline operation than a single
point in time. This approach is consistent with the project baseline defined in Greenhouse Gas
Emissions (Section 4.6).
Annual average baseline emissions for the Project were estimated using a baseline period from
December 2009, through November 2012. The applicant filed the Use Permit Application for this
project in December 2012.
The three-year baseline includes emissions within the Bay Area Basin from ships that transport
crude oil to the Refinery, and tugboats that escort the ships. Ship emissions include emissions
from main engines, auxiliary engines, and auxiliary boilers during the round-trip between the sea
buoy, 11 nautical miles west of the Golden Gate Bridge, and the Refinery marine terminal, and
for vessel operation while docked at the Refinery marine terminal.
During public review of the IS/MND, some commenters opined that the Project would result in
emissions increases from existing, permitted Refinery equipment. That is not the case (See
Appendices C.1 and C.2). If the Project would result in emission increases from existing,
permitted Refinery equipment, it is important to note that the baseline would include emissions
from the maximum operation of the Refinery equipment within permit limits. The Valero
Improvement Project (VIP) involved substantial modifications to the Refinery equipment and an
increase in the Refinery's overall throughput limit. The City prepared and adopted an EIR for the
VIP project, and the BAAQMD relied on this CEQA review in approving air quality permits for
the Refinery as modified. Since these permits were issued in connection with CEQA review, the
baseline includes the full scope of operation of existing equipment allowed under existing
BAAQMD permits.
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Based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, a project would cause adverse impacts to air quality if
it would:
a)

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan;

b)

Violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air quality
violation;

c)

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is a non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors);

d)

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or

e)

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

4.1.3.1 Analysis Methodology
Emission estimates for the Project presented in this section were prepared by Environmental
Resource Management (ERM), a consultant of the Applicant, and independently reviewed by the
City’s consultant, Environmental Science Associates (ESA). Project-related construction and
operation emissions within the BAAQMD were estimated and compared to significance
thresholds recommended in the BAAQMD’s Revised Draft Options and Justification Report
(2009b). The justification report provides substantial evidence to support the recommended
thresholds and, therefore, the City of Benicia has determined they are appropriate for use in this
analysis. To analyze the long-term operational impact of the Project, the estimated operational
emissions for the Project were evaluated relative to the annual average Project baseline emissions
(see Section 4.1.2.6, Project Baseline). The total Project-related net change in emissions is then
compared to the BAAQMD significance thresholds to determine the significance of the impacts.
The details of data, calculations, and assumptions used to determine Project-related emissions and
associated public health risks that would be caused by the Project are included in Appendix E.
The analysis herein focuses on air quality impacts within the jurisdiction of the BAAQMD and to
a lesser extent within the jurisdictions of air districts in the Sacramento Valley Air Basin
(Sacramento Basin) that would be effected by rail emissions, including the Yolo-Solano Air
Quality Management District (YSAQMD), the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District (SMAQMD), and the Placer County Air Pollution Control District
(PCAPCD). While the Project may have some air quality impacts outside these air district
jurisdiction boundaries, these impacts are indirect and difficult to predict given the speculative
nature of the exact rail routes that would be used to transport the crude oil to the Union Pacific’s
J.R. Davis Yard in Roseville (Roseville Yard), and are discussed in more general terms.
For impacts within the BAAQMD, the analysis follows the BAAQMD’s 2012 “California
Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines.”
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Project-related air quality impacts within the Sacramento Basin are addressed by air district
boundary based on guidance provided by YSAQMD in “Handbook for Assessing and Mitigating
Air Quality Impacts” (YSAQMD, 2007), SMAQMD in “CEQA Guide December 2009”
(SMAQMD, 2014), and PCAPCD in “CEQA Air Quality Handbook” (PCAPCD, 2012).

'LVFXVVLRQRI1R$LU4XDOLW\,PSDFWV
For the reasons set forth below, the Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of
the applicable air quality plan.
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.

The most recently adopted air quality plan for the San Francisco Bay Area is the Bay Area 2010
Clean Air Plan (2010 CAP). The 2010 CAP is an update to the BAAQMD 2005 Ozone Strategy
to comply with State air quality planning requirements. The 2010 CAP also serves as a multipollutant air quality plan to protect public health and the climate. The 2010 CAP control strategy
includes revised, updated, and new measures in the three traditional control measure categories,
including stationary source measures, mobile source measures, and transportation control
measures. In addition, the 2010 CAP identifies two new categories of control measures, including
land use and local impact measures, and energy and climate measures (BAAQMD, 2010b).
In order to determine whether a project would conflict with, or obstruct implementation of, an air
quality plan, the BAAQMD recommends that a lead agency consider three questions (BAAQMD,
2012). First, the lead agency should consider whether the project supports the three primary goals
of the 2010 CAP: 1) attain air quality standards; 2) reduce population exposure and protect public
health; and 3) reduce greenhouse gas emissions and protect the climate. The lead agency may
consider a project to be consistent with the 2010 CAP if the project would not result in any
significant and unavoidable air quality impacts (BAAQMD, 2012). Second, the lead agency
should consider whether the project includes any applicable control measures set forth in the 2010
CAP. The lead agency may consider a project to be consistent with the 2010 CAP if the project
incorporates all control measures that are applicable and feasible. Third, the lead agency should
consider whether the project would disrupt or hinder implementation of any control measures set
forth in the 2010 CAP. If not, the lead agency may consider a project to be consistent with the
2010 CAP.
With respect to the first question, as explained below, the Project's construction and operational
emissions would not exceed the 2010 Thresholds; therefore, the Project would support the
primary goals of the 2010 CAP. With respect to the second question, there are no 2010 CAP
control measures applicable to the Project. Mitigation Measure 4.1-1 (see Impact 4.1-1a
discussion, below) would ensure that BAAQMD basic construction control measures identified
by BAAQMD would be implemented. With respect to the third question, the Project would not
disrupt or hinder implementation of any control measures set forth in the 2010 CAP. Therefore,
the Project would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of, the 2010 CAP.
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Because the crude by rail trains cross other air districts between Benicia and the Roseville rail
yards, indirect emissions from Project-related locomotives were analyzed in the YSAQMD,
SMAQMD, and PCAPCD. As is discussed in Section 4.1.5 b), significant impacts for NOx
emissions from these locomotives were identified for both the YSAQMD and SMAQMD.
Consequently, the Project would conflict with the each of these air districts air quality plans. See
the Section 4.1.5 b) for additional information.

'LVFXVVLRQRI,PSDFWVDQG0LWLJDWLRQ0HDVXUHV
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air quality
violation.

Impact 4.1-1a: Construction of the Project could contribute to an existing or projected air
quality violation. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
Based on the following, construction of the mitigated Project would not result in a violation of an
air quality standard or contribute significantly to an existing or projected air quality violation.
Therefore, the short-term construction impact would be less than significant with mitigation.
However, long-term emissions that would be associated with the Project could contribute to air
quality violations in the Sacramento Basin, which would be a significant impact.
Construction

The majority of Project-related exhaust emissions would be generated on-site due to the use of
heavy-duty off-road equipment (such as excavators, graders, front loaders, dump trucks, cranes,
and paving equipment) to relocate a portion of an existing spill containment berm, and to
construct the proposed rail car unloading rack, unloading rail spurs, and ancillary facilities, such
as an aboveground crude oil pipeline, spill containment structures, a firewater pipeline,
groundwater wells, and a service road. Construction activities would occur each day with two 10hour shifts, 7 days a week, for approximately 25 weeks. Exhaust emissions would also be
generated by construction worker daily commutes and by heavy-duty diesel truck trips. It is
assumed that up to 11,380 light-duty auto roundtrips would be required to transport workers to
and from the site and up to 396 heavy-duty diesel truck roundtrips would be required to haul
materials (e.g., concrete, asphalt) to the site over the entire construction period. Criteria pollutant
and precursor exhaust emissions from construction equipment and vehicles would incrementally
add to the regional atmospheric loading of these pollutants during construction of the Project.
Impacts related to the Project contributing to an existing or projected air quality violation are
judged by comparing estimated direct and indirect Project exhaust emissions to the significance
thresholds, which for short-term construction emissions are 54 pounds per day for reactive
organic gases (ROG), nitrogen oxides (NOX), and PM2.5; and 82 pounds per day for PM10. Only
the exhaust portion of PM2.5 and PM10 emissions are compared against the construction
thresholds. BAAQMD recommends that analyses focus on implementation of dust control
measures rather than comparing estimated levels of fugitive dust to a quantitative significance
threshold. BAAQMD considers implementation of BAAQMD-recommended basic mitigation
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measures for fugitive dust sufficient to ensure that construction-related fugitive dust is reduced to
a less-than-significant level.
Table 4.1-3 shows the estimated total average daily exhaust emissions that would be associated
with construction of the Project. As indicated in the table, the total average daily construction
exhaust emissions would not exceed the BAAQMD’s significance thresholds. Therefore, impacts
that would be associated with construction-related exhaust emissions would be less than
significant.
TABLE 4.1-3
AVERAGE DAILY CONSTRUCTION EXHAUST EMISSIONS
Average Daily Emissions (lb/day)
Sources

ROG

CO

NOx

Equipment Exhaust

6.96

26.6

49.7

0.06

2.56

2.35

On-site Vehicle Exhaust

0.18

1.63

0.79

0.00

3.57

0.38

Off-site Vehicle Exhaust

0.91

8.47

1.43

0.01

0.53

0.17

Fugitive ROG from Paving
and Architectural Coatings

0.11

---

---

---

---

---

8.17

36.7

51.9

None

54

Total Emissions
Draft CEQA Threshold

54

Threshold Exceeded (Y/N)

No

---

No

SOx

0.08
None
---

PM10

6.65

PM2.5

2.91

82

54

No

No

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

In addition to exhaust emissions, emissions of fugitive dust would also be generated by Project
construction activities associated with earth disturbance, travel on paved and unpaved roads, etc.
With regard to fugitive dust emissions, the BAAQMD’s Revised Draft Options and Justification
Report recommends that lead agencies focus on implementation of dust control measures to
ensure that impacts would be less than significant rather than comparing estimated levels of
fugitive dust to quantitative significance thresholds. Therefore, BAAQMD basic control measures
(BAAQMD, 2012), which are recommended for every construction project and contained in
Mitigation Measure 4.1-1, would be implemented to ensure that impacts associated with fugitive
dust emissions would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
Mitigation Measure 4.1-1: Implement BAAQMD Basic Mitigation Measures. Valero
and/or its construction contractors shall comply with the following applicable BAAQMD
basic control measures during Project construction:
x

x
x

All exposed dirt non-work surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, and
graded areas, and unpaved access roads) shall be watered two times a day.
All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off-site shall be covered.
All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be removed using
wet power vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The use of dry power
sweeping is prohibited.
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x
x

x
x

All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 mph.
Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or
reducing the maximum idling time to five minutes (as required by the California
Airborne Toxics Control Measure Tile 13, Section 2485 of California of Regulations).
Clear signage shall be provided for construction workers at all access points.
All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with
manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be checked by a certified mechanic
and determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation.
A publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact at the City of
Benicia regarding dust complaints shall be posted throughout construction. Valero
and/or contractor shall respond and take corrective action within 48 hours of
notification by the City. The BAAQMD’s phone number shall also be visible to
ensure compliance with applicable regulations.

Significance after Mitigation: Less than significant.

Impact 4.1-1b: Operation of the Project could contribute to an existing or projected air
quality violation. (Significant and Unavoidable)
Operations

The new unloading rack and associated piping that would be installed as part of the Project would
generate fugitive ROG emissions. These emissions are the Project’s only direct operational air
quality emissions. The Project would also result in the generation of indirect operational
emissions in the form of locomotive emissions from trains traveling to and from the Refinery.
Project-related trains would generate locomotive emissions in the Bay Area Basin, the
Sacramento Basin, and other locations in North America.
Direct Emissions. The equipment to be installed at the Refinery would generate approximately
1.88 tons per year of new fugitive ROG emissions from approximately 2,030 new flanges,
connectors, valves, and pumps. In order to calculate the Project’s net effect on air quality in the
Bay Area Basin, however, one must take into account the reduction in maritime emissions that
would occur if marine vessel trips to the Refinery were replaced with train trips. The Project
would allow Valero to receive up to 70,000 barrels of crude oil per day by rail, thereby replacing
delivery of the same amount by marine vessel. Using an average vessel capacity from the baseline
period of 350,000 barrels, the Project would eliminate approximately 73 vessel trips per year
(70,000 barrels per day x 365 days per year/350,000 capacity of one vessel). As shown in
Table 4.1-5, the Project’s 1.88 tons per year of new fugitive ROG emissions within the Bay Area
Basin would be more than offset by reductions in maritime ROG emissions within the Bay Area
Basin once crude oil deliveries by rail replace crude deliveries by ship.
The Project would not have any other direct operational impacts on air quality. The Project would
not involve any physical modifications to the Refinery’s existing equipment, or any changes in
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Refinery throughput or the operation of the existing equipment. The Project does not involve any
modifications to existing permits other than the inclusion of permits for the new equipment in the
Refinery’s Title V permit.
The Project would not result in any increases in emissions from crude oil processing. The Project
would allow Valero to access North American crudes that, as of now, are not readily accessible in
Benicia. The average weight and sulfur content of the crude oil blends processed at the Refinery,
however, would remain the same. As explained above in Chapter 3, based on the optimal use of the
Refinery's unique configuration, permit conditions, and operational constraints, Valero must blend
crude feedstocks to a narrow range of weight and sulfur content before they can be processed into
marketable products. Because the crude oil blends cannot become significantly heavier or lighter,
nor contain significantly more sulfur, there would be no increase in processing emissions.
Nor would the Project cause any emissions increases from storage tanks. Currently, the Refinery
stores crude oil delivered by ship and pipeline in eight existing storage tanks numbered 1701
through 1708. Crude oil delivered by rail would be stored in the same tanks. The tanks would not be
modified, and would continue to be subject to the same throughput limits and other permit
conditions.
Indirect Emissions. The Project would increase locomotive emissions in the Bay Area Basin, the
Sacramento Basin, and other parts of North America along train routes to and from oil fields in
Canada and/or the United States. These emissions would be generated by trains carrying crude oil
to the Refinery, and returning to oil fields after making deliveries to the Refinery.
This analysis considers in detail Project-related locomotive emissions in the Bay Area Basin and
the Sacramento Basin, and applies the relevant significance thresholds. The Bay Area Basin
consists of the nine counties that surround the San Francisco Bay. Along the train route to and
from the Refinery, the Bay Area Basin begins and ends at the border of Solano and Sacramento
Counties. For purposes of calculating maritime emissions, this analysis assumes that the Basin
extends westward to the Bar Pilot Station 11 nautical miles offshore. This approach is consistent
with that taken by the BAAQMD in the past in connection with CEQA review of maritime
emissions associated with other onshore projects (See, e.g. BAAQMD, 2011).
Impact Analysis. The analysis considers locomotive emissions in the Sacramento Basin because
trains travelling to and from the Refinery would run between the BAAQMD border and the
Roseville Yard. The Roseville Yard is in western Placer County, the furthest portion of the
Sacramento Basin from the Refinery.
Tables 4.1-4 and 4.1-5 describe the relevant significance thresholds and the Project’s net effect on
air quality in the Bay Area Basin and the Sacramento Basin, respectively. The BAAQMD
significance threshold for increases in ROG, NOx, and PM2.5 (from engine exhaust) is 10 tons per
year. The BAAQMD significance threshold for increases in PM10 (from engine exhaust) is 15
tons per year. Significance thresholds have not been developed by BAAQMD for CO or SO2
because the Bay Area has attained standards for these pollutants for a long period and it is not
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foreseeable that land use development projects could result in exceedances of ambient air quality
standards for these constituents (BAAQMD, 2009).
The applicable operational significance thresholds within the Sacramento Basin have been
established by: YSAQMD for sources within Yolo County and the portion of Solano County not
within the BAAQMD; SMAQMD for sources within Sacramento County, and the PCAPCD for
sources within Placer County. The significance thresholds developed by these air districts were
established based on substantial evidence to assess the significance of land use development
projects within their respective jurisdictions. Although the land use development that would be
associated with the Project would not be located within the jurisdictions of these Sacramento
Basin air districts, for a conservative analysis, the City has elected to use these districts thresholds
to determine the significance of the indirect emissions that would occur within their jurisdictions.
The YSAQMD significance thresholds are 10 tons per year for ROG and NOx, and 80 pounds per
day for PM10.The SMAQMD significance threshold for ROG and NOx is 65 pounds per day and
the PCAPCD significance threshold for ROG, NOx, and PM10 is 85 pounds per day.
For impacts in both basins, the estimates of locomotive emissions assume two daily round-trips of
50-car trains traveling between the Roseville Yard and the Refinery. The estimates include
emissions from three types of operations: (1) a small line haul on two miles of railroad within the
Refinery with 50 rail cars per train; (2) a large line haul from Roseville to the Refinery with
50 rail cars per train. The large line haul emission estimates are based on the following
approximate railroad lengths by air district, 22 miles within the BAAQMD, 32 miles within
YSAQMD, 15.5 miles within the SMAQMD, and 2.5 miles within PCAPCD; and (3) switching
at the Refinery and Roseville Yard with 25 rail cars per train.
Table 4.1-5 compares the Project’s direct and indirect emissions within the Bay Area Basin with
the Project’s reduction of maritime emissions in the basin. The baseline for maritime emissions in
the Bay Area Basin consists of the annual average emissions over the three-year baseline period
ending in November 2012. (For additional information about the air quality baseline associated
with the Project, refer to Section 4.1.2.6, Project Baseline and Appendix E.2.) The total amount
of crude oil delivered by marine vessel during the baseline period was 93,361,985 barrels, which
equates to an annual average of approximately 31,120,662 barrels.
The Project would replace most, but not all, of the maritime emissions associated with Refinery
operations by eliminating the maritime delivery of up to 25,550,000 barrels of crude oil per year,
or 70,000 barrels per day. Table 4.1-4 describes the total maritime emissions associated with the
Refinery over the 3-year baseline period, the annual average emissions over the baseline period,
and the estimated maritime emissions that would be displaced by the Project.

Valero Benicia Crude by Rail Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

4.1-18

June 2014

Comment Letter B6

4. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Air Quality

TABLE 4.1-4
BASELINE MARITIME EMISSIONS WITHIN THE BAY AREA AIR BASIN
Baseline Emissions

ROG

NOx

CO

SOx

PM10

PM2.5

37,882

671,162

78,161

195,822

26,172

24,849

Annual Average Emissions over Baseline
Period (tons/year)

6.31

111.89

13.03

32.64

4.36

4.14

Estimated Maritime Emissions Displaced by
Project (tons/year)

5.18

91.84

10.69

26.79

3.58

3.40

Total Emissions over 3-Year Baseline Period
(pounds)

SOURCE: ERM, 2014a, see Appendix E.2

Taking into account the increase in locomotive emissions and the reduction in maritime emissions,
the net effect of the Project would be to reduce air emissions within the Bay Area Basin. Table 4.1-5
summarizes the net emissions reductions. It should be noted that the emissions reductions presented
in this table represent the maximum amount of reductions that would occur. If less than 70,000
barrels per day of crude oil would be transported by rail, an additional volume of crude oil
equivalent to the difference would be delivered by marine vessel, resulting in proportionately less
emissions reductions within the Bay Area Basin. Regardless, long-term operations of the Project
would result in a beneficial impact to air quality in the BAAQMD as compared with the baseline.
Therefore, the impact relative to the potential for the Project to contribute to an existing or projected
air quality violation in the Bay Area Basin would be less than significant.
TABLE 4.1-5
ANNUAL NET OPERATIONAL EXHAUST EMISSIONS WITHIN THE BAY AREA AIR BASIN
Project Emissions, Net Change from Baseline (tons/yr)
Sources

ROG

NOx

CO

SOx

PM10

PM2.5

Unloading Rack and Pipeline Fugitive Components

1.88

---

---

---

---

---

Locomotives

1.70

33.04

5.6

0.02

0.83

0.81

Marine Vessels (Displaced Baseline)

-5.18

-91.84

-10.69

-26.79

-3.58

-3.40

Total Net Emissions

-1.61

-58.80

-5.09

-26.77

-2.75

-2.59

Significance Threshold

10

None

None

15

10

Threshold Exceeded (Y/N)

10
No

No

---

---

No

No

SOURCES: ERM, 2014a, 2013b, and 2013c; See Appendix Sections E.2 for baseline marine emissions, E.3 for locomotive emissions,
and E.4 for unloading rack and pipeline fugitive components emissions.

With regard to emissions that would be generated within the Sacramento Basin, the Projectrelated increase in locomotive emissions would increase air pollutant emissions within each of the
applicable air district jurisdictions. Unlike the Bay Area Basin, there are no marine vessel
baseline emissions within the Sacramento Basin that would be displaced by the locomotive
emissions. Table 4.1-6 summarizes the estimated locomotive emissions that would occur within
the Sacramento Basin by air district. It should be noted that the emissions presented in this table
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represent the maximum amount of emissions increases that would occur. If less than 70,000
barrels per day of crude oil would be transported by rail, the resultant locomotive pollutant
emissions would be proportionately less. As indicated in Table 4.1-6, long-term operations of the
Project would result in increased locomotive-related NOx emissions that would exceed
significance thresholds established by YSAQMD and SMAQMD. Therefore, the impact relative
to the potential for the Project to contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation in
these air districts is considered to be significant.
TABLE 4.1-6
ANNUAL OPERATIONAL EXHAUST EMISSIONS WITHIN THE SACRAMENTO VALLEY AIR BASIN
Project Emissions
Sources

ROG

NOx

CO

SOx

PM10

PM2.5

1.48

31.16

6.14

0.02

0.83

0.81

8.13

170.72

Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District
Locomotives (tons/yr)
Locomotives (lbs/day)

33.63

0.12

4.55

4.42

Significance Thresholds (tons/yr)

10

10

None

None

None

None

Significance Thresholds (lbs/yr)

None

None

None

None

80

None

Threshold Exceeded (Yes/No)

No

Yes

---

---

No

---

16.29

0.06

2.20

2.14

None

None

None

None

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
Locomotives (lbs/day)
Significance Thresholds (lbs/day)
Threshold Exceeded (Yes/No)

3.94
65

82.69
65

No

Yes

---

---

No

---

3.38

57.91

8.34

0.03

1.34

1.33

None

None

Placer County Air Pollution Control District
Locomotives (lbs/day)
Significance Thresholds (lbs/day)
Threshold Exceeded (Yes/No)

82

82

No

No

---

---

82
No

None
---

SOURCE: ESA, 2014, See Appendix E.5

Although a significant impact related to increased railroad emissions would occur in YSAQMD
and SMAQMD, the locomotive activities associated with these emissions would be under the
control of Union Pacific Railroad and locomotive emissions are regulated by the federal
government. The City has no jurisdiction to impose any emission controls on the tanker car
locomotives; therefore, there is no feasible mitigation available to reduce this significant impact
to a less-than-significant level. The impact would be significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation Measure: None available.
Operations Outside the San Francisco Bay and Sacramento Basins

As explained above, if the Project were approved and constructed, Project-related trains would
travel between oil field locations in North America and the Roseville Yard. These trains would
cause an increase in locomotive emissions. These impacts can be described only in general terms,
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however, because it is impossible to predict the routes that Project-related trains would take
across North America with any degree of certainty. In both the short and the long term, Valero
could obtain crude oil from oil fields in Louisiana, Texas, Oklahoma, North Dakota, and/or parts
of western Canada. Any attempt to identify and quantify the impact of locomotive emissions
associated with the Project on air quality in this vast region, without even knowing where the
trains will come from, would be highly speculative.
The Project would also eliminate maritime emissions from ships traveling between the Refinery
and oil field locations in Alaska, South America, the Middle East, and other parts of the world.
Similarly, these emissions can be described only in general terms because it is impossible to
identify and quantify emissions across the vast range of possible routes.
This analysis generally describes the net impact of the Project on air quality outside the
boundaries of the Bay Area and Sacramento Basins by comparing locomotive emissions with
emissions from marine vessels. First, the analysis identifies the relative rate of emissions for ships
and trains, for each pollutant, based on a specified distance (1,000 miles) and a specified load
(1 million barrels). The results are set forth in Table 4.1-7. For both locomotives and vessels, the
emissions estimates are based on average emissions factors. Second, this analysis applies these
emissions factors to a few scenarios that take into account the length of specified trips.
TABLE 4.1-7
EMISSIONS FACTORS COMPARISON FOR 1,000,000 BARRELS DELIVERED PER 1,000 MILES
TRAVELLED OUTSIDE OF THE BAY AREA AND SACRAMENTO BASINS
tons per thousand miles hauled per million barrels delivered
ROG

NOx

CO

SOx

PM10

PM2.5

Locomotives – large line haul

0.91

19.1

3.75

0.01

0.51

0.49

Marine Vessel Main Engines

0.65

11.7

0.97

1.62

0.32

0.32

Sources

SOURCE: ESA 2014; See Appendix E.5

As Table 4.1-7 shows, locomotives generate more emissions than marine vessels per mile, per
1,000,000 barrels of crude oil delivered each year, of ROG, NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5. The
reverse is true, however, for SOx. Even with these emissions factors, there is no way to estimate
with any certainty the net effect of the Project on areas outside of the Bay Area and Sacramento
Basins because there is no way to predict the length of locomotive trips that could occur if the
Project were approved, or the length of marine vessel trips that would occur if the Project were
not approved.
For purposes of a general analysis, it is useful to consider several examples. Currently, vessels
carrying crude oil from Alaska to the Refinery travel approximately 2,000 miles (from the
terminus of the TransAlaska pipeline), vessels carrying crude oil from South America to the
Refinery travel roughly 4,000-miles, and vessels carrying crude oil from the Middle East to the
Refinery travel roughly 8,500 miles. Using a weighted-average composite distance for crude oil
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delivered to the Refinery from source countries of- origin during the baseline period, Valero has
estimated that the average maritime distance travelled from source to the Refinery was
7,305 miles. By comparison, a train carrying North American crude oil to the Refinery could
travel roughly 1,500 miles. Based on these distances, Table 4.1-8 generally compares baseline
emissions from marine vessels traveling outside of the Bay Area and Sacramento Basins with
locomotive emissions from trains traveling outside of the Bay Area and Sacramento Basins.
TABLE 4.1-8
EXAMPLES OF EMISSIONS OUTSIDE OF THE BAY AREA AND SACRAMENTO BASINS

Emission Sources for Example
Crude Oil Origins

Example
One-Way
Distance
(miles)

Tons per 25,550,000 Barrels Delivered per Year
ROG

NOx

CO

SOx

PM10

PM2.5

Baseline Marine Vessel Main Engines Alaskan Origin*

2,000

66.4

1,194.6

99.6

165.9

33.2

33.2

Baseline Marine Vessel Main Engines South American Origin

4,000

132.7

2,389.2

199.1

331.8

66.4

66.4

Baseline Marine Vessel Main Engines Middle East Origin

8,500

282.1

5,077.0

423.1

705.1

141.0

141.0

Baseline Marine Vessel Main Engines Composite Origin

7,305

242.4

4,363.2

363.6

606.0

121.2

121.2

Project Locomotives - large line haul
from North American Origin

1,500

69.6

1,460.5

287.7

1.0

38.9

37.8

3.2

265.9

188.2

-164.9

5.8

-4.6

Net Emissions with Alaskan Origin
Baseline

---

Net Emissions with South American
Origin Baseline

---

Net Emissions with Middle East Origin
Baseline

---

Net Emissions with Composite
Baseline Origin Baseline

---

-63.19

-928.71

88.63

-330.81

-27.43

-28.59

-212.51

-3,616.52

-135.35

-704.11

-102.10

-103.25

-172.86

-2,902.76

-75.87

-604.98

-82.27

-83.43

* This estimate excludes emissions from operation of the pipeline from the North Slope to the marine terminal.
SOURCE: ESA, 2014; See Appendix E.5

As indicated in Table 4.1-8, net emissions that would be generated outside of the Bay Area and
Sacramento Basins are highly dependent on the origin of the crude oil source. However, due to
the uncertainty of the origins of the crude oil that would be delivered by rail as well as the origins
of the crude oil that would be displaced, the Project emissions data presented in Table 4.1-8 are
disclosed for comparison purposes only and cannot be relied upon as the basis for any significance
determinations.
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c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is a non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds
for ozone precursors).

Impact 4.1-2: The Project could result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in
criteria pollutant and ozone precursor emissions. (Significant and Unavoidable)
Based on BAAQMD guidance, if a project would result in an increase in ROG, NOx, PM10, or
PM2.5 of more than its respective average daily mass significance thresholds, then it would also be
considered to contribute considerably to a significant cumulative impact. In developing thresholds
of significance for air pollutants, BAAQMD considered the emission levels for which a project’s
individual emissions would be cumulatively considerable (BAAQMD, 2009b). If a project would
exceed the identified significance thresholds, its emissions would be cumulatively considerable,
and if a project would not exceed the significance thresholds, its emissions would not be
cumulatively considerable. As presented under Impact 4.1-1a above, short-term construction and
long-term operational locomotive emissions would not exceed BAAQMD significance
thresholds, and implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.1-1 would ensure that impacts associated
with construction-related fugitive dust emissions would be reduced to a less-than-significant
level. Therefore, the Project would not be cumulatively considerable with respect to the
generation of criteria pollutants and ozone precursors in the Bay Area Basin and the associated
cumulative impact would be less than significant.
With regard to emissions of the Project generated within the Sacramento Basin, the YSAQMD
and SMAQMD consider projects to have a significant cumulative impact if the project would
result in individual emissions within their air districts that would exceed their thresholds of
significance. If emissions in these districts would be below the thresholds, the Project would not
be considered cumulatively considerable, and would result in a less than significant cumulative
impact (YSAQMD, 2007; SMAQMD, 2014). For projects in Placer County, the PCAPCD
recommends the use of a ROG and NOx cumulative impact threshold of 10 pounds per day
(PCAPCD, 2012). As discussed under Impact 4.1-1b above, Project-related emissions in the
YSAQMD and SMAQMD would exceed the incremental project significance thresholds for NOx
and NOx emissions generated in Placer County would exceed the cumulative 10 pounds per day
significance threshold. Therefore, implementation of the Project would result in a cumulatively
considerable increase of NOx emissions in YSAQMD, SMAQMD, and PCAPCD, and the
associated cumulative impact would be significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation: None available.
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d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

Impact 4.1-3: The Project could expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations. (Less than Significant)
The BAAQMD recommends that lead agencies assess the incremental toxic air contaminant
(TAC) exposure risk to all sensitive receptors to determine the maximum exposure for the
Project. Construction of the Project would generate diesel particulate matter (DPM), which is
considered to be a TAC, from the use of diesel off-road equipment. For short-term construction
emissions, the BAAQMD recommends that construction health risks be evaluated if there are
sensitive receptors located within 1,000 feet of the construction site. All project-related
construction sources would be temporary (i.e., 25 weeks) and would be over 2,000 feet from the
nearest sensitive land uses, which are residences off Lansing Circle. Therefore, Project
construction would not result in a significant health risk.
Long-term operations associated with the Project would generate TAC emissions including
benzene, ethylbenzene, toluene, xylenes, hexane, and hydrogen sulfide from fugitive equipment
leaks (rectangular area sources), DPM from locomotive idling (point sources), locomotive transit
(line of volume sources), and locomotive switching (line of volume sources). The Applicantprovided detailed health risk assessment analysis for these TAC emissions and sources is
summarized in Table 4.1-9. In addition to the assessment of health risks from toxics, PM2.5, which
comprises the majority of DPM, was modeled to evaluate the potential for elevated
concentrations from the locomotives.
Locomotive emissions during transit were modeled over a track length of 4 miles out from the
proposed unloading rack. The modeling domain around the Refinery was extended out to
approximately 4 miles because this is the distance beyond where there would be minimal impacts
from equipment fugitive emissions and train idling emissions. There are no residences in the
immediate vicinity of the 4 miles of modeled train route, as residences in Benicia are located
more than 1,000 feet away from the locomotive activity; however, in the City of Fairfield there
are residences as close as approximately 50 feet from the train route. Additional modeling was
conducted to evaluate the exposure from train travel to these residential receptors. In addition,
Armijo High School is adjacent to the train tracks in Fairfield; a receptor was modeled there as
well. The results of the modeling (Table 4.1-9 below) show that one of these residences, just
south of Railroad Avenue, is the Maximum Exposed Individual Residential (MEIR).
Locomotive switching emissions were modeled over a distance equivalent to approximately two
train lengths (i.e., 3,300 feet) from the unloading rack. Because the portion of the track within the
Refinery would be used for both switching and transit, emissions from the two activities were
added and assigned to the common volume sources. Five years of BAAQMD meteorological data
from the “Valero Admin” meteorological site and digital elevation model files were reviewed to
identify elevations for sources, receptors, and buildings/structures were used for the analysis in
Benicia. The modeling analysis conducted to model the locomotives that would travel through
Fairfield incorporated a string of volume sources the length of a 50Ǧcar train. Residences in
Benicia near the Refinery are much farther away from the railroad compared to the residences in
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TABLE 4.1-9
MAXIMUM CANCER AND NONCANCER RISK IN THE BAY AREA BASIN

Type of Estimated
Health Impact

Cancer Risk

Chronic

Acute

PM2.5

per million
(Receptor Location)

Hazard Index
(Receptor
Location)

Hazard Index
(Receptor
Location)

Concentration
3
(ug/m ) (Receptor
Location)

0.0030

Worst case Conc. at
160 feet southeast of
train tracks in Fair
field

0.0003
7.99
Maximum Exposed
Individual
Residential (MEIR)

Worst case risk at 160
feet southeast of train
tracks in Fairfield
(585058E, 4234218N)

Maximum Exposed
Individual Worker
(MEIW)

4.45
(576144E, 4214145N)

Worst case risk at
160 feet southeast
of train tracks in
Fairfield
(585058E,
4234218N)

0.0157
th

Near E. 6 Street
(575694E,
4212345N)

(585058E, 4234218N)

0.014

0.0113

(576144E,
4214145N)

(576094E,
4212895N)

N/A

0.0005

0.0004

0.00244

Day Care Center

Elementary School

Day Care Center

(574594E, 4212895N)

(574594E,
4212895N)

(574900E,
4212500N)

(574594E, 4212895N)

Significance
Threshold

10

1

1

0.3 ug/m

Significant Impact?

No

No

No

No

0.28
Maximum Sensitive
Receptor (MSR)

Day Care Center

3

SOURCE: ERM, 2014b and Appendix E.6

Fairfield; therefore, the MEIR was modeled in Fairfield using a fiveǦyear meteorological dataset
from the Suisun Sewage Treatment Plant, adjacent to Fairfield. Risk was directly modeled using
the ISCST3 dispersion model and Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment unit risk
factors for cancer risk and reference exposure levels for non-cancer health effects, as the exposure
pathway for all the toxic air contaminants emitted from the sources is inhalation only (ERM,
2014b). The above methodology is described in detail in Appendix E.6.
The dose to which receptors are exposed is the primary factor affecting health risk from exposure
to TACs. Dose is a function of the concentration of a substance or substances in the environment
and the duration of exposure to the substance. MEIR cancer risk is modeled for a 70-year period
and multiplied by the BAAQMD-recommended age specific factor of 1.7. The maximum exposed
individual worker (MEIW) was modeled using a 70-year residential cancer risk multiplied by an
adjustment factor of 0.2199 to convert from residential risk to worker cancer risk. The maximum
sensitive receptor (MSR) risk is the modeled 70-year residential risk multiplied by 9 years times
the age specific factor of 3 and divided by 70 years. As shown in Table 4.1-9, the cancer risks at
the MEIR, MEIW, and MSR are below 10 in a million. The chronic hazard index and the acute
hazard index at the MEIR, MEIW, and MSR are also well below 1.0. In addition, the modeled
PM2.5 concentrations at the MEIR and MSR are well below 0.3 ug/m3. Therefore, the impact
related to exposing sensitive receptors in the Bay Area Basin to substantial pollutant
concentrations would be less than significant.

Valero Benicia Crude by Rail Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

4.1-25

June 2014

Comment Letter B6

4. Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Air Quality

A modeling assessment of risk and PM2.5 concentrations in the Sacramento Basin near tracks
along the route to and from Roseville was also conducted for residential receptors in the
YSAQMD, SMAQMD, and PCAPCD. The results of the analysis are shown in Table 4.1-10,
below. The analysis methodology is identical to that described for the Fairfield receptors above,
except meteorological data from the Sacramento Executive Airport were used for the modeling
analysis. Data from this station are more representative of the Sacramento Basin than that used
for Benicia or Fairfield. As indicated in Table 4.1-10, the impacts associated with Project-related
incremental risk and PM2.5 concentrations relative to locomotive emissions at residences in these
air districts would less than significant.
TABLE 4.1-10
MAXIMUM CANCER AND NONCANCER RISK IN THE SACRAMENTO BASIN

(per million)

Chronic Hazard
Index

PM2.5
Concentration
3
(ug/m )

Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management
District (Dixon)
603050 E, 4256574 N

3.9

0.002

0.008

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District (Sacramento)
643028 E, 4283130 N

4.4

0.002

0.009

Placer County Air Pollution Control District
(Roseville)
648387 E, 4290123 N

4.6

0.002

0.008

Significance Threshold

10

1

0.3 ug/m

Significant Impact?

No

No

No

Cancer Risk*
Location of Estimated Health Impact

3

SOURCE: ERM, 2014b and Appendix E.6

Mitigation: No mitigation required.

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

Impact 4.1-4: The Project could generate objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people. (Less than Significant)
Project construction and operations would include diesel exhaust sources, such as off-road
construction equipment and generators and train locomotives that could result in the creation of
objectionable odors. However, these emissions would be temporary and/or intermittent in nature
and the closest sensitive receptors to the Project site are residences that would be at distances of
over 2,000 feet, thus odor impacts associated with diesel combustion during Project construction
activities and operations would be less than significant. This impact would be less than significant.
Mitigation: No mitigation required.
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4.3

AIR QUALITY

The Air Quality section of the 2008 EIR was challenged in Court and is a subject of the
peremptory writ issued on March 14, 2011. This section consists of new analysis and text,
and replaces the entirety of the Air Quality section included in the 2008 EIR. Because a
portion of the Modernization Project was constructed prior to issuance of the writ, this
section evaluates construction-related emissions for the Modernization Project as a whole as
well as the portion of the Modernization Project that has not yet been constructed. This
section is formatted differently from other sections of the EIR due to the complexity of this
subject matter.
IMPACT SUMMARY
Construction Impacts:
 Construction of the Modernization Project would result in potentially
significant, localized adverse construction dust-related air quality impacts.
Potential dust generated from construction activities would be mitigated to
less-than-significant levels by implementing Bay Area Air Quality
Management District-recommended dust control measures.







Construction activities associated with the Modernization Project would
generate short-term emissions of ozone precursors (i.e., oxides of nitrogen
[NOx] and reactive organic gases [ROGs]) that would be significant.
Implementation of mitigation measures to reduce NOx and ROG emissions
would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. Constructionrelated emissions of other criteria air pollutants for the overall
Modernization Project would be less than significant.
Construction activities associated with the Modernization Project would
generate short-term emissions of particulate matter less than 10 microns
(PM10) and particulate matter less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5) that could
increase risks to public health. However, this impact would be less than
significant.
Construction activities associated with the Modernization Project would
expose sensitive receptors to emissions of toxic air contaminants (TACs)
that would result in risks below the significance threshold; thus this impact
would be less than significant and no mitigation would be necessary.

Operational Impacts:
 Operation of the Modernization Project would result in NOx emissions
below Baseline levels (which are also well below applicable CEQA
significance criteria) for the 93% Utilization Scenario. NOx emissions would
also be reduced to Baseline levels for Facility utilization levels up to 100%
through recommended mitigation measures, thereby reducing NOx
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emissions to less-than-significant levels.
Operation of the Modernization Project would result in an increase in ROG
emissions that would be significant; however, ROG emissions would be
reduced to Baseline levels (and well below the CEQA significance criteria)
through implementation of recommended mitigation measures for the 93%
utilization levels with 100% hydrogen utilization. ROG emissions would
also be reduced to Baseline levels for Facility utilization levels up to 100%
through recommended mitigation measures, thereby reducing ROG
emissions to less-than-significant levels.
Operation of the Modernization Project would result in PM2.5 and PM10
emissions below Baseline levels (which are also well below applicable CEQA
significance criteria) for the 93% Utilization Scenario with 100% hydrogen
plant utilization. PM2.5 and PM10 emissions would also be reduced to
Baseline levels for Facility utilization levels up to 100% through
recommended mitigation measures, thereby reducing PM2.5 and PM10
emissions to less-than-significant levels.
Operation of the Modernization Project would result in an increase in
localized carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations above Baseline levels
(which are well below applicable CEQA significance criteria) for all
scenarios. CO emissions would also be reduced to Baseline levels for
Facility utilization levels up to 100% through recommended mitigation
measures, thereby reducing CO emissions to less-than-significant levels.
Operational activities associated with the Modernization Project would
expose sensitive receptors to increases in emissions of TACs that result in
health risks above Baseline levels (which are well below applicable CEQA
significance criteria) for the 93% Utilization Scenario with 100% hydrogen
plant utilization. Health risks from TAC emissions would also be reduced
to Baseline levels for Facility utilization levels of up to 93% and 100%
through recommended mitigation measures, thereby reducing health risks
from toxic air contaminants to less-than–significant levels.
Operational activities associated with the Modernization Project could lead
to increases in odorous emissions from new or modified Facility
components, and from existing Facility components processing feedstocks
(crude and gas oils) with higher concentrations of sulfur. This would be a
less-than-significant impact with mitigation.
The Modernization Project would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the 2010 Bay Area Clean Air Plan; thus, this impact
would be less than significant and no mitigation would be necessary.
The Modernization Project would not contribute to cumulative regional air
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emissions of criteria pollutants or health risks from TACs.
The Modernization Project would be located in an area with relatively high
ambient levels of risks from TACs compared to other Bay Area
communities; TAC sources include regional freeways, the Port of
Richmond, rail, and other industrial facilities. Because the Modernization
Project would not result in a net increase above Baseline levels in criteria
air pollutants or health risks from TACs, the Project would not contribute
to an adverse cumulative impact requiring mitigation, or cause a disparate
significant adverse health impact in an already-burdened community.

4.3.1 Introduction
This section evaluates the potential impacts of the Modernization Project on
regional and local air quality from operations at the Facility. The impacts of
Modernization Project construction are also analyzed. This section discusses
criteria air pollutant (CAP) and TAC emissions associated with the Modernization
Project, while greenhouse gas emissions are discussed in Section 4.8,
Greenhouse Gases.
This section provides a description of existing air quality conditions, an overview
of air quality regulations, and an analysis of the potential impacts on regional
and local air quality from air emissions associated with the Modernization
Project. The methods of emissions analysis for short-term construction and longterm operations were developed based on methodologies established by expert
air quality agencies including the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD), California Air Resources Board (CARB), and United States
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Chevron also obtained air quality permits
from BAAQMD as part of the Chevron Hydrogen and Energy Renewal Project
(2008 Project), and as part of the permit process BAAQMD staff developed
engineering evaluations for the key refinery processing components of the
Modernization Project. The EIR team also included experts in air quality and
refinery operations, and the EIR preparation process included extensive
consultation with BAAQMD staff regarding the methodologies, calculations, and
conclusions presented in this section.
As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, the Modernization Project
includes Facility components that would result in lower emissions compared to
existing Facility components (e.g., lower-NOx [oxides of nitrogen]) burners will
replace several existing burners). Chevron has also proposed to add several new
features (Project Design Features) to the Project that were not part of the 2008
Project, and were developed by Chevron to reduce net air emissions from the
Facility. Finally, this EIR identifies mitigation measures to reduce emissions of
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CAPs and TACs causing adverse health risks to below applicable CEQA
significance criteria (discussed in Section 4.3.5). The Project Design Features,
mitigation measures requiring implementation of Project Design Features, and
additional mitigation measures would also achieve Chevron's objective of
ensuring that the Modernization Project would result in NNI in localized
emissions of criteria pollutants or health risks from localized TACs.

4.3.2 Physical Setting
This physical setting description provides the air quality context for the
Modernization Project in both the local and regional context.
Air quality depends upon both the rate and location of pollutant emissions.
Atmospheric conditions such as wind speed, wind direction, and air
temperatures interact with features of the landscape to determine the movement
and dispersal of air pollutants and consequently affect air quality. Geography,
topography, meteorology, and proximity to populated areas are all relevant to
understanding the physical setting against which Project impacts will be
evaluated.
Air quality conditions have also been measured and evaluated over time, and this
physical setting description also provides information about existing local and
regional air quality conditions.
Finally, the legal framework for regulating air emissions is divided into two
general categories of pollutants, and then further divided based on the nature of
the activity or “source” of air pollution. The first category of pollutants are CAPs,
for which ambient air quality standards based on the protection of public health
have been established under State and federal law. These criteria pollutant
standards, the types of sources that emit criteria pollutants, and the region's
status in complying with these standards, are described in Section 4.3.2.2.1
below.
The second category of pollutants are TACs, which comprise a wide variety of
compounds determined to pose an actual or potential risk to public health,
either by increasing cancer risks or increasing other health risks such as
respiratory diseases like asthma. TACs have been of particular concern in
Richmond, and have been evaluated in a variety of studies and are being
addressed with various programs, as described below.
There is also a complex and overlapping set of laws, regulations, and permit
mandates that apply to various Refinery Operations. Refinery Operations are
those operations, excluding transportation, that are associated with the refining
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of feedstocks into petroleum and includes the stationary sources of emissions at
the facility. These are summarized in the Section 4.3.3 and in Appendix 4.3-REG.
4.3.2.1 Local Setting
An understanding of the local physical conditions in and around the Facility,
including the City of Richmond and nearby unincorporated county areas north of
Richmond, is critical to understanding the localized impacts, including potential
for adverse health impacts, for the Modernization Project.
Figure 4.3-1 shows the City of Richmond, including North Richmond
(unincorporated Richmond) along with the location of the Modernization Project.
As shown in Figure 4.3-1, the 2,153-acre Facility is located along the western
boundary of the City of Richmond. The main portion of the Facility is bounded by
the Chevron Richmond Marketing Fuels Terminal to the southeast and Chevron
Energy Technology Company to the south. The marine terminal and wharf (Long
Wharf) are located on the southern boundary of the Facility on the San Francisco
Bay. The Long Wharf is over 1 mile long and receives and unloads crude oil and
other raw materials shipped from worldwide locations, as well as loading refined
products produced at the Facility for shipment elsewhere.
As shown in Figure 4.3-2, a number of neighborhoods surround the Facility. The
residential communities of Atchison Village, Santa Fe and Iron Triangle are
located southeast of the Facility, across Castro Street and Garrard Boulevard. The
Shields-Reid community lies toward the northeast. Parchester Village is located
northeast of the Facility and Point Richmond is located to the southwest. Point
San Pablo Peninsula and the San Francisco Bay form the western border of the
Facility and San Pablo Bay forms the northern boundary of the Facility property.
Point San Pablo Yacht Harbor, where some residents may live in houseboats, is
located north of the Project site and is part of the larger Point Richmond
neighborhood.
4.3.2.1.1 Sensitive Receptors within Facility Vicinity Neighborhoods
For the purposes of air quality, public health, and noise analyses, sensitive
receptors are generally defined as land uses with population concentrations that
would be particularly susceptible to disturbance from dust, noise, vibration, air
pollutant concentrations, or other disruptions associated with the Modernization
Project construction and/or operation.
Sensitive receptors include residences, schools, day care centers, libraries,
hospitals, residential care centers, parks, and churches. Some receptors are
considered more sensitive than others to air pollutants. The reasons for greater
than average sensitivity include pre-existing health problems, or duration of
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exposure to air pollutants. Schools, hospitals, and convalescent homes are
considered to be relatively more sensitive to poor air quality because children,
elderly people, and the infirm are more susceptible to respiratory distress and
other air quality-related health problems than is the general public. Residential
areas are considered sensitive to poor air quality because people usually stay
home for extended periods of time, with associated greater exposure to ambient
air. Recreational uses are also considered sensitive due to the greater exposure
to ambient air because vigorous exercise associated with recreation places a
high demand on the human respiratory system.
Since the 1970s, Chevron has been relocating petroleum processing units
northward, away from the community located near the southern and eastern
boundaries of the Facility. This has created vacant land areas at the Facility’s
southern and eastern perimeter that serves as a physical separation (or buffer)
between Facility processing activities and adjacent off-site uses.
The six neighborhoods that have portions of the neighborhood within a 1-mile
radius of the Facility are Shields-Reid, Iron Triangle, Atchison Village, Santa Fe,
Point San Pablo, and Point Richmond as shown in Figure 4.3-3. The following is a
listing of sensitive land uses located within approximately 1 mile of the
Modernization Project's physical components (e.g., the Hydrogen Plant
Replacement) as shown in Figure 4.3-4:






Atchison Village and Park, a residential community that is the closest
sensitive land use to the Modernization Project site, is approximately 5,200
feet or 1 mile from the closest physical modification proposed as part of the
Modernization Project;
Washington Park and Washington Elementary School are approximately 5,700
feet or 1.1 miles away;
Richmond Municipal Natatorium is approximately 5,000 feet or 0.9-mile
away; and
Peres Elementary School is approximately 6,000 feet or 1.1 miles away.

Additional land use information is presented and discussed in more detail in
Section 4.10, Land Use, Plans, and Policies.
4.3.2.1.2 Localized Climate, Meteorological and Topological Data
Meteorological and topological data, particularly information about topographic
features and wind patterns that influence how pollution is dispersed locally, are
the first elements of the relevant localized physical setting.

4.3-6

Comment Letter B6

Legend
Project Site
Non-Refinery Project Parcels
Refinery Process
Refinery Tank Farm
Project Construction
Construction Storage and Staging Area
Sites
Richmond City Boundary (including North
Richmond)
Major Railways
Highways (I-580 and I-80)

0

1

2
Miles

±
Service Layer Credits: Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community

3/7/2014 C:\Users\cviolet\Documents\ArcGIS\Packages\CVRN_4.3-1_CityofRichmond\v101\CVRN_4.3-1_CityofRichmond.mxd

Note: Chevron owns several contiguous parcels that are not part of the Facility/Project site which are not affected by the Modernization Project.
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Figure 4.3-1
Chevron Refinery Modernization Project EIR
City of Richmond Map Including North Richmond
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Figure 4.3-2
Chevron Refinery Modernization Project EIR
Location of the Project Site and Adjacent Land Use
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Source: Chevron (T38 r1); City of Richmond, 2010

Figure 4.3-3
Chevron Refinery Modernization Project EIR
Neighborhoods in the Project Site's Vicinity

Comment Letter B6

rill

Richmond Parkway

Bl v d

POINT RICHMOND
(YACHT HARBOR)

Ru m

POINT RICHMOND
(PT. SAN PABLO)

n
m
NORTH RICHMOND

!
P
n
m
Gertrude Ave

SHIELDS-REID

!
P
n
m

oS
t

!
P

Av e

Ca
s tr

tola
Por

!
P m
n
m
n
n
m m
n

23rd St

Peres Elementary School

IRON TRIANGLE
Barrett Ave

Richmond-S

Atchison
Park

an Rafael Bri
dge

Hwy 580

Legend

!
P

Project Site

!
P

0

Ga
rra

n
m
m
n

rd

Richmond City Limit

®
v

Ohio Ave

Bl

vd

Non-Refinery Project Parcels

ATCHISON
VILLAGE

Hospital
School

!
P

Other Sensitive Receptors

2,000

4,000
Feet

±

3/4/2014 C:\Users\SKlug\Documents\ArcGIS\Packages\CVRN_4.3-4_SensitiveLandUses\v101\CVRN_4.3-4_SensitiveLandUses.mxd

Ca
lr

SANTA FE

so

n

Bl

vd

Hwy 580

POINT RICHMOND

Child Care

nv®!Pn
m
m!P n
m
m
n
m
n
mn
n
m
m
n
m n
n
mm
n

n
m

Washington Park and Elementary School

Cutting Blvd

MARINA BAY

Richmond Municipal Natatorium

m
n

Service Layer Credits: Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, i-cubed, USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS User Community
Note: Chevron owns several contiguous parcels that are not part of the Facility/Project site which are not affected by the Modernization Project.

Source: CDE, 2013;CCLD, 2012; OSHPD, 2013; Chevron (T38r1); Google, 2013

Figure 4.3-4
Chevron Refinery Modernization Project EIR
Sensitive Land Uses within a Mile of the Project Site Boundary
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Note: Chevron owns several contiguous parcels that are not part of the Facility/Project site which are not affected by the Modernization Project.

Source: Chevron (T9r1 and T38r1); NCDC, 2007

Figure 4.3-5
Chevron Refinery Modernization Project EIR
Gertrude and Pier Meteorological Station and Windroses (Indicating “Blowing From” Distribution)
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The Facility is located on land immediately adjacent to the bay, and Facility
shipping facilities (Long Wharf) are in the bay. Proximity to the bay helps
moderate localized temperatures. The Facility is also bisected by a ridge. As
shown in Figure 4.3-5, two surface meteorological stations are located in the
vicinity of the Facility: one is the station maintained by Chevron located just
south of the western end of the West Gertrude Avenue (Gertrude station) north of
the ridge, on Facility property; the other station is a National Climate Data Center
station (Automatic Weather Station ID 994036) located on the Long Wharf south
of Interstate 580 (I-580) (Wharf station).
Figure 4.3-5 shows that prevailing winds are most often northerly (and to a
lesser extent southerly), along the shoreline.
4.3.2.1.3 Air Quality Within the City of Richmond
In addition to understanding population and sensitive use distributions near the
Facility, and topographic and wind pattern data that influence the distribution of
air pollutants, this EIR also examined air quality data that have been collected in
and near the Facility.
4.3.2.1.3.1 BAAQMD Monitoring Data for Richmond
Table 4.3-1 summarizes the monitored concentrations of certain TACs
associated with increased cancer health risks at BAAQMD’s Richmond 7th Street
monitoring station and the nearby San Pablo-Rumrill monitoring station in 2010,
the most recent year for which data are available.
To understand the health consequences of these monitored concentrations of
TACs, a health risk assessment (HRA) must be completed. An HRA combines
information about ambient air quality concentrations of TACs with information
about the toxicity of each TAC and possible exposure "pathways" by which
people may come into contact with these ambient air concentrations (e.g., by
inhaling the air, or by having deposited airborne dust particles come in contact
with skin, or by having airborne dust particles deposited in soil where fruit trees
or other food is grown). This HRA methodology is normally used to assess the
significance of air pollution from particular kinds of activities (e.g., industrial,
highways, rail, shipping, etc.), and was used to assess impacts from the
Modernization Project, as discussed in Impact 4.3-6, below.
4.3.2.1.3.2 Chevron Air Monitoring
Chevron also operates air monitors within or in close proximity to the Facility,
including monitors required by BAAQMD and monitors voluntarily installed by
Chevron to monitor operational and other conditions.
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TABLE 4.3-1

AMBIENT CONCENTRATIONS OF TACS AND OTHER CHEMICALS
(RICHMOND-7TH STREET AND SAN PABLO-RUMRILL BAAQMD
MONITORING STATIONS)
Concentrationa,b
Richmond 7th

Compound

San Pablo Rumrill

ppb

µg/m3

ppb

µg/m3

1.404

3.334

4.533

10.768

0.030

0.067

0.030

0.067

Benzene

0.186

0.594

0.198

0.632

Carbon Tetrachloride

0.107

0.676

0.106

0.665

Chloroform

0.018

0.089

0.022

0.106

Acetonec
1-3-Butadiene

d

Ethylbenzene

0.080

0.349

0.110

0.476

d

0.005

0.038

0.005

0.038

d

0.050

0.202

0.050

0.202

0.070

0.335

0.066

0.314

0.016

0.086

0.015

0.081

0.183

0.636

0.322

1.119

Methyl Ethyl Ketone

0.171

0.503

0.573

1.689

Tetrachloroethylene
(Perchloroethylene)

0.012

0.081

0.012

0.085

Toluene

0.690

2.602

0.838

3.158

0.069

0.374

0.006

0.032

0.183

1.026

0.169

0.947

0.050

0.128

0.050

0.128

M/P Xylene

0.330

1.433

0.534

2.318

O-Xylene

0.120

0.523

0.347

1.506

Ethylene Dibromide
Ethylene Dichloride
Freon 113c

Methyl Chloroform (1,1,1Trichloroethane)d
Methylene Chloride
(Dichloromethane)

Trichloroethylene
Trichlorofluoromethane
Vinyl Chloride

d

c

Notes: ppb = parts per billion; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter.
a
Data are taken from the BAAQMD Richmond-7th Street and San Pablo-Rumrill monitoring stations
for 2010.
b
Average of 27 samples at Richmond-7th Street and 20 samples at San Pablo-Rumrill. Samples with
concentrations below the method detection limit were assigned a value equal to one-half of the
detection limit.
c
Acetone, Freon 113, and trichlorofluoromethane are not TACs.
d
Ethylene dibromide, ethylene dichloride, 1,3-butadiene, and vinyl chloride were not detected above
the method detection limit in any of the samples at either station. In addition, at San Pablo–Rumrill
only, methyl chloroform was not detected above the method detection limit in any of the samples.
Source: BAAQMD, 2010b.
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TABLE 4.3-2

Pollutant

SO2 AMBIENT MONITORING DATA SUMMARY (2008-2012) FROM
FACILITY

Standard
Highest
1-Hour
Average
(ppb)d

Sulfur
Dioxide

Highest
1-Hour
Average
(ppb)e
Highest
24-Hour
Average
(ppb)
Annual
Average
(ppb)e

Value Value
Federal State
Std.
Std.

--

75b,c

140b

30b

250a

250a

40a

--

Site

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Castro Street

86

54

N/A

N/A

N/A

Gertrude St.

78

43

N/A

N/A

N/A

Golden Gate

40

49

N/A

N/A

N/A

Castro Street

N/A

N/A

55

763

370

Gertrude St.

N/A

N/A

276

429

312

Golden Gate

N/A

N/A

12

342

568

Castro Street

20

23

21

39

68

Gertrude St.

17

15

20

25

20

Golden Gate

8

9

7

19

32

Castro Street

5

4

4

3

3

Gertrude St.

6

5

6

2

4

Golden Gate

1

1

1

4

3

Note: ppb = parts per billion. Values in bold and underlined are in excess of applicable standard
a
State standard. Generally, State standards are not to be exceeded.
b
Federal standard. Generally, national standards are not to be exceeded more than once per year. In
August 2010, EPA revoked the annual average SO2 standard of 0.030 ppm and the 24-hour SO2
standard of 0.14 ppm. In June 2010, EPA established a new 1-hour SO2 standard of 0.075 parts per
million (ppm) and thus, during the period above, the 250 ppb California Ambient Air Quality
Standard would apply.
c
99th percentile of 1-hour daily maximum concentrations, averaged over 3 years
d
Limit applicable before 2010
e
Limit applicable since 2010
Source: Ambient Monitoring Data for 2008-2012 (Chevron Data Transmittal #9 (Rev #1), 2013).

For example, sulfur dioxide (SO2) concentrations are monitored by Chevron at a
number of stations at and around the Facility. Table 4.3-2 summarizes these data
from the Castro Street, Golden Gate, and Gertrude Street monitoring sites, for
2008 through 2012. The data show several episodes where the hourly SO2
concentration equals or exceeds the applicable ambient air quality standard. The
Facility received a notice of violation (NOV A51291A) for exceeding BAAQMD’s
Regulation 9 Rule 1 SO2 concentration limit on December 21, 2010. Although SO2
concentrations measured at the Facility monitors exceeded BAAQMD’s
Regulation 9 Rule 1 SO2 concentration limit during 2011 and 2012, there is no
record of NOVs for elevated SO2 concentration during these years.
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A chemical compound associated with odor, hydrogen sulfide (H2S), is monitored
by Chevron at a number of stations in and around the Facility. Table 4.3-3
summarizes these data from Castro Street, Golden Gate, and Gertrude Street
monitoring sites, for 2008 through 2010. The data show two episodes where the
hourly H2S concentration exceeded the Ambient Air Quality Standards.
TABLE 4.3-3
Pollutant
Hydrogen
Sulfide

AIR QUALITY DATA SUMMARY (2008-2010) FROM FACILITY
Standard
Highest
1-hour Avg
(ppb)

Value

30

a

Site

2008

2009

2010

Castro Street

10

8

5

Gertrude Street

66

10

111

7

6

5

Golden Gate

Notes: ppb = parts per billion. Values in bold and underlined are in excess of applicable standard.
a
State Standard. Generally, State standards are not to be exceeded.
Source: Ambient Monitoring Data for 2008-2010 (Chevron Data Transmittal #9 (Rev #1), 2013).

4.3.2.1.3.3 Richmond Community Air Quality Monitoring Program
As part of a prior agreement with the City of Richmond, Chevron funded a new
community air quality monitoring program operated by an independent
organization, Argos Scientific. Air quality monitors were installed in three nearby
neighborhoods (Atchison Village, North Richmond and Point Richmond), and
fenceline monitors at the Facility boundary closest to those neighborhoods, as
shown in Figure 4.3-6. The monitors provide a combination of continuous (in
some cases) and discrete (in other cases) data of several TACs, including fine
particulates (PM2.5), ozone, SO2, black carbon, H2S, ammonia (NH3), several types
of metals including those generally associated with refineries such as vanadium,
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and several other compounds that tend
to evaporate in air (volatile organic compounds [VOCs]). Both the fenceline and
community monitors are installed, and real-time data for all three neighborhoods
are available to the public via a website (www.fenceline.org/richmond). Quarterly
reports will also be compiled and made available on the website (Chevron, 2012).
Maximum detected concentrations measured since April 2013 by the fenceline
monitoring equipment located adjacent to Point Richmond, Atchison Village, and
North Richmond are summarized in Table 4.3-4. As stated in the monthly reports
available on the website, the concentrations of these compounds were lower
than the toxicity standards established by the State of California. Note that the
concentration of SO2 at Atchison Village on September 7, 2013, and October 16,
2013, was above the 1-hour short-term/acute exposure limit of 230 ppb used for
the monitoring program for 5 minutes; therefore, the 1-hour short-term/acute
exposure limit of 230 ppb was not exceeded, and the wind direction during
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Figure 4.3-6
Chevron Refinery Modernization Project EIR
Map of Fenceline and Community Air Monitoring Stations
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TABLE 4.3-4

MAXIMUM DETECTED CONCENTRATIONS (PPB) MEASURED BY THE FENCE LINE MONITORING EQUIPMENT LOCATED ADJACENT TO
POINT RICHMOND, ATCHISON VILLAGE, AND NORTH RICHMOND
Compound

April '13

May '13

June '13

July '13

Aug '13

Sept '13

7

11

ND

ND

ND

24

ND

Sulfur Dioxide

27

16

11

7

14

124

226

Toluene

23

13

6

5

8

35

5

p-Xylene

10

16

14

ND

ND

10

ND

Carbon Disulfide

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

Hydrogen Sulfide

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

Ozone

45

72

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

8

8

6

ND

12

10

ND

Sulfur Dioxide

51

24

ND

ND

ND

257

240

Toluene

23

15

19

ND

ND

72

24

p-Xylene

8

9

6

7

8

7

ND

Carbon Disulfide

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

Hydrogen Sulfide

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

Ozone

50

45

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

Benzene

ND

6

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

Sulfur Dioxide

20

15

14

23

22

41

49

Toluene

9

23

8

13

11

16

52

p-Xylene

ND

ND

6

ND

9

5

50

Carbon Disulfide

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

Hydrogen Sulfide

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

ND

Ozone

45

60

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

Benzene

Point Richmond

Benzene

Atchison Village

North Richmond

Note: ppb = parts per billion; ND = not detected; NR = not reported
Source: Argos Scientific, 2013.

4.3-19

Oct '13 Nov '13 Dec '13

ND
89
8
ND
ND
ND
NR
ND
169
19
ND
ND
ND
NR
ND
47
22
ND
ND
ND
NR

ND
113
5
ND
ND
ND
NR
6
100
170
10
ND
ND
NR
ND
104
126
26
ND
ND
NR

Comment Letter B6
CHEVRON REFINERY MODERNIZATION PROJECT EIR

MARCH 2014

4. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES
4.3 AIR QUALITY

these episodes was from the south or southeast, suggesting that the SO2
concentrations are not attributable to the Facility (Argos Scientific, 2013). In
addition, the SO2 concentrations measured since April 2013 by the fenceline
monitoring equipment did not exceed the State or federal ambient air quality
standards.
Community monitoring data for Point Richmond, Atchison Village, and North
Richmond are summarized in Table 4.3-5. For all compounds except PM2.5, the
maximum detected concentrations for the month of available data (January
2014) are summarized in the table. For those compounds with exposure limits
established for the community monitoring program, these maximum
concentrations are all below the exposure limits. Note that this is a conservative
comparison because the data is based on 5-minute averages but the exposure
limits have averaging times of 1-hour or longer. For PM2.5, the table includes a
summary of the maximum daily and monthly average concentrations. As
indicated in the table, the maximum 24-hour average PM2.5 concentration on
January 24, 2014, is above the 24-hour National Ambient Air Quality Standard
(NAAQS) of 35 µg/m3 at the Atchison Village and North Richmond stations (36
and 38 µg/m3, respectively). However, this is not considered an exceedance of
the NAAQS because the form of the 24-hour standard is the 98th percentile
averaged over 3 years. While there are not enough data to make a direct
comparison to the NAAQS, the 98th percentile of the data collected, which
corresponds to the second highest 24-hour concentration at each station, is
below the NAAQS of 35 µg/m3. Furthermore, a significant portion of the higher
readings from January 24, 2014, occurred when the wind was blowing from the
south or southeast, suggesting that they are not attributable to the Facility. The
form of the PM2.5 annual primary (12 µg/m3) and secondary (15 µg/m3) standards
is the annual mean, averaged over three years. Thus, a direct comparison to
these annual standards is also not possible since only a single month of data has
been reported. However, the monthly average concentrations at the Point
Richmond and North Richmond stations are 12.04 and 14.78 µg/m3,
respectively, which is slightly above the primary PM2.5 standard concentration.
4.3.2.1.3.4 Other Emissions Monitoring and Reporting in Richmond
Air emissions of CAPs and TACs from the Facility and other industrial or
regulated air pollution sources in Richmond are monitored, recorded, and
reported to federal, State, and local regulatory authorities as part of a number of
different regulatory programs, which are described in greater detail in Appendix
4.3-REG. These include reporting requirements established by BAAQMD rules and
procedures (e.g., BAAQMD Emissions Inventory [EI], Regulation 9 Rule 10
Reporting), BAAQMD permits (e.g., Richmond lube oil plant permit reporting),
federal reporting requirements implemented by EPA (e.g., Clean Air Act and
Toxic Release Inventory reporting requirements), and State reporting
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TABLE 4.3-5

SUMMARY OF CONCENTRATIONS (PPB) MEASURED BY THE COMMUNITY MONITORING EQUIPMENT LOCATED AT POINT RICHMOND, ATCHISON
VILLAGE, AND NORTH RICHMOND
Max.
Max.
24-Hour Monthly
Conc.
Conc.

O-Xylene

Toluene

1,2,3-Trimethbenzene

ppb

ppb

ppb

Atchison Village

92.9

4.3

12.0

7.8

5.3

5.6

30.4

14.7

3.1

1.1

10.7

9.9

Point Richmond

41.4

2.3

8.8

0.86

4.8

3.0

1.4

3.9

6.5

0.90

0.78

North Richmond

54.7

1.0

31.1

0.72

3.7

3.6

2.3

18.7

0.82

1.6

0.41

PM2.5

N-Octane
ppb

PM2.5

N-Heptane
ppb

2,2,4-Trimethylpentane

N-Hexane
ppb

1,3,5-Trimethbenzene

MP-Xylene
ppb

1,2,4-Trimethbenzene

3-Methlypentane
ppb

Ethyl-benzene

ppb

Black Carbon

ppb µg/m3 ppb

Benzene

ppb

Ammonia

Hydrogen Sulfide

Maximum 5-Minute Average Concentration

ppb

ppb

ppb

µg/m3

µg/m3

0.50 1.4

0.30

6.5

35.5

11.9

5.3

0.32 8.8

0.20

6.9

31.8

12.0

3.2

0.21 0.33

0.13

5.7

38.1

14.8

Exposure Criteriaa
Acute (1-Hour)
Exposure Criteria
Acute (6-Hour)
Exposure Criteria
24-Hour Exposure
Criteria
Chronic Exposure
Criteria

4,800

6,285 8,600

6,285
433

35b
300

20

8

200

200

70

12c

Notes: ppb = parts per billion; Conc. = concentration.
The time period of data summarized in this table includes a single month (January 2014).
For all compounds except PM2.5, the maximum 5-minute average concentration is summarized in the top part of the table. For PM2.5, the maximum daily and monthly
average concentrations are summarized in the top part of the table.
a
Exposure criteria used for community monitoring program (http://www.fenceline.org/richmond/chems.htm)
b
The form of the 24-hour PM2.5 National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) of 35 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3) is the 98th percentile averaged over 3 years.
c
The form of the annual PM2.5 NAAQS of 12 µg/m3 is the 98th percentile averaged over 3 years.
Sources: Chevron, 2014. City of Richmond, 2013.
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requirements implemented by the CARB (e.g., Air Toxics Hot Spots reporting
requirements). The measurement and reporting frequency of emissions
monitoring data depends on the specific program, and summaries of emissions
monitoring data are typically available for public review as hourly-average values
or as annual totals by pollutant. The purpose of many of these programs is to
provide regulators, as well as the general public, a way of monitoring overall air
emissions for a facility, or in a locality or region. These air emissions monitoring
and reporting programs also provide specific information regarding the sources
contributing to air pollution on a local and regional basis, and assist in informing
policy decisions to improve or maintain air quality.
As discussed further in Section 4.3.4, below, both the Chevron Hydrogen and
Energy Renewal Project EIR Consolidated Volume (2008 EIR) and this EIR use the
BAAQMD Annual Emission Inventory as the most comprehensive source of
emissions related to Refinery Operations.
4.3.2.1.4 Evaluations of Richmond Air Quality
Air quality has been a longstanding concern in Richmond. There have been
several studies of Richmond's air quality. Major studies and study methodologies
are described below.
4.3.2.1.4.1 TAC Study Comparing Richmond and Bolinas
A community-based participatory research collaboration involving the Silent
Spring Institute, Communities for a Better Environment (CBE), and faculty from
Brown University and the University of California at Berkeley, completed a 2009
exposure study comparing indoor and outdoor air samples from 40 homes in
communities adjacent to the Facility to samples from ten homes in the rural,
coastal community of Bolinas, California in Marin County (Green-Brody et al.,
2009). These 24-hour integrated samples were analyzed for pollutants including
particulates, metals, PAHs, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), ammonia, sulfates,
pesticides, flame retardants, phthalates, and phenols. Unlike Richmond, Bolinas
has no industrial facilities, has no freeways, has no Port, is not adjacent to
urbanized areas with industrial facilities or freeways, and has an isolated
population base of approximately 1,620, relative to Richmond's population of
approximately 105,000, located adjacent to populated communities. The study
also used other available data from the California Environmental Protection
Agency (Cal/EPA) State ambient air quality monitors. The following results were
reported in the study:


More air pollutants and higher outdoor concentrations of air emissions were
detected in urbanized Richmond than in rural Bolinas.
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Nickel and vanadium, which are generally associated with refineries, other
industrialized operations, and shipping were detected in Richmond at some
of the highest concentrations when compared to a distribution of monitoring
data from Cal/EPA State ambient air quality monitors.
Despite high traffic in Richmond, outdoor concentrations of certain
particulates and traffic-related pollutants were in the lower half of the
distribution of Cal/EPA's statewide monitoring data.
There is a correlation between outdoor and indoor concentrations that
suggests that outdoor pollutants likely penetrate into homes.

As noted in this Green-Brody journal article, limitations of the study include the
small sample size in Bolinas, and the lack of multi-season samples or direct
Refinery Operational emissions samples to compare to household contaminant
profiles.
4.3.2.1.4.2 Community Air Risk Evaluation (CARE) Program
BAAQMD initiated the Community Air Risk Evaluation (CARE) program in 2004 to
evaluate and reduce health risks associated with exposures to outdoor TACs in
the Bay Area. The program examines TAC emissions from point sources such as
refineries and power plants, area sources typically including relatively small
sources within a single geographic area (e.g., dry cleaners, gas stations and auto
body paint shops in an urban area), and mobile sources such as cars, trucks,
ships and locomotives. The CARE program focused on these types of emissions
near sensitive populations to help prioritize air quality mitigation strategies. The
main objectives of the CARE program are to:






Characterize and evaluate potential cancer and non-cancer health risks
associated with exposure to TACs from both stationary and mobile sources
throughout the Bay Area.
Assess potential exposures to sensitive receptors including children, senior
citizens, and people with respiratory illnesses.
Identify significant sources of TAC emissions and prioritize use of resources
to reduce TACs in the most highly impacted areas (i.e., priority communities).
Develop and implement mitigation measures—such as grants, guidelines, or
regulations—to achieve cleaner air for the public and the environment,
focusing initially on priority communities.

The BAAQMD methodology for assessing cancer risks from TAC emissions
focused on the pollutants that BAAQMD determined to be the primary drivers or
causes of such health risks, including particulate matter from diesel exhaust, and
four chemicals (1,3-butadiene, benzene, formaldehyde, and acetaldehyde).
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BAAQMD used the information gathered during the initial CARE process to
designate communities with higher relative TAC exposure levels within the ninecounty San Francisco air basin (CARE communities). These communities are
shown in Figure 4.3-7. Richmond, together with San Pablo, was one of six Bay
Area communities determined by BAAQMD to have higher relative TAC exposure,
and accordingly was designated a CARE community.
The CARE program methodology also evaluated risk reductions that were
anticipated to occur in the near term based on the implementation of air quality
improvement mandates already required and in the process of being
implemented, such as cleaner fuels for cars and trucks, and more stringent
emission standards designed to reduce diesel particulates present in diesel
exhaust and other pollutants. As shown in Figure 4.3-8, the estimated cancer
risk in 2015 for receptors in the vicinity of the Modernization Project ranges
from 100 to 600 in a million (BAAQMD, 2012b).
The CARE community assessment is a planning tool designed to help prioritize
policy and funding actions, and not a formal HRA. For example, in the CARE
program calculations, risks are presented in broad ranges (i.e., increments of
100 in a million), and the actual risks will fall within this broad range. In
contrast, a project-level HRA of the type done for the Modernization Project
produces an estimated health risk outcome that is far more precise (e.g., 4
excess cancer cases per million). Second, the CARE program planning
methodology estimated risk differentials comparing relatively large areas (one
square kilometer) even though risks within each area may vary considerably. In
contrast, for a project-level HRA of the type done for the Modernization Project,
risks were calculated for thousands of much smaller areas (squares 200 meters
on a side) in the populated areas within 12 kilometers of the Facility.
4.3.2.2 Regional Setting
The City of Richmond is located in west Contra Costa County. It is located within
the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB), and falls under the
jurisdiction of the BAAQMD, which has the regulatory lead in assuring attainment
of federal and State regional air quality goals, and has the lead air permitting and
enforcement activities for the Facility. As discussed further below, the region is
in compliance with most federal ambient air quality standards, with the
exception of ozone (for which the region is considered a marginal nonattainment area) and PM2.5, (for which the region is not in attainment). California
has also established State ambient air quality standards. The region has not met
California standards for ozone, respirable particulates (PM10), or PM2.5, and is
otherwise in attainment or unclassified for other California standards.
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Figure 4.3-7
Chevron Refinery Modernization Project EIR
BAAQMD CARE Communities
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For purposes of this EIR, regional setting information is most relevant to
understanding the extent to which the Modernization Project may cause or
contribute to any exceedance of federal or State ambient air quality standards.
As described in the Section 4.3.6, the Modernization Project would result in no
net increase in any criteria air pollutant, or health risk from toxic air
contaminants, and thus would not cause or contribute to any exceedance of
federal or State ambient air quality standards.
4.3.2.2.1 Criteria Air Pollutants
Federal and State air quality laws identify CAPs, including particulate matter (PM10
and PM2.5), ground-level ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), SO2, nitrogen dioxide
(NO2), and lead. Additional details regarding the federal and State regulations
pertaining to criteria air pollutants is in Section 4.3.3, Regulatory Setting.
Attainment of ambient air quality standards, discussed in the following section,
is demonstrated with mandatory monitoring of regional air quality. BAAQMD
operates a regional monitoring network that measures the ambient
concentrations of six criteria pollutants. The major pollutants of concern in the
San Francisco Bay Area are O3, PM10, PM2.5, CO, NO2, and SO2. Within Contra Costa
County, the BAAQMD operates or receives criteria pollutant data from six
monitoring stations in the local area. The monitoring stations along with the
pollutants measured are described in Table 4.3-6 below.
Based on this monitoring data, the San Francisco Bay Area Air Quality Basin
(SFBAAB) is currently designated as an air quality attainment area under NAAQS
for all pollutants except for O3 (for which the region is designated as a marginal
nonattainment area) and PM2.5 (EPA, 2013b). 1 Under the California State
standards, the region is a nonattainment area for O3, PM10, and PM2.5, and is an
attainment or unclassified area for all other pollutants.
Of the six CAPs, ozone is the only one that is not emitted directly to the air from
emission sources. Instead, ground-level ozone is formed from a chemical
reaction between NOx and VOCs, often referred to as precursors, in the presence
of sunlight (EPA, 2013a). NOx collectively refers to two oxides of nitrogen,
namely NO and NO2. VOCs refer to a general class of carbon-containing
compounds that exhibit photochemical reactivity (i.e., can undergo a chemical
reaction in air in the presence of sunlight). Different regulatory agencies (i.e.,
EPA, CARB, and BAAQMD) have established different nomenclature and

1

SFBAAB is in non-attainment of the 24-hour PM2.5 NAAQS; its status under the
recently revised annual PM2.5 standard is currently under review.
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Source: BAAQMD, 2012b; Chevron (T38 r1)

Figure 4.3-8
Chevron Refinery Modernization Project EIR
CARE Program Cancer Risk Ranking Estimate in 2015 in the Vicinity of the Project Site
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TABLE 4.3-6

BAAQMD CRITERIA POLLUTANT MONITORING STATIONS OPERATING IN
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY

Contra Costa County
Monitoring Station

Criteria Pollutants
Monitored

Operation Schedule
PM: 1 in 6 days; other pollutants
continuous
PM: 1 in 6 days; PM2.5: daily (October
– March), 1 in 3 days (April –
September); other pollutants
continuous

Bethel Island

O3, PM10, CO, NOx, SO2

Concord

O3, PM10, PM2.5, CO, NOx,
SO2

Crockett

SO2

Continuous

Martinez

SO2

Continuous

Richmond: 7th St

SO2

Continuous

San Pablo: Rumrill

O3, PM10, PM2.5, CO, NOx,
and SO2

PM10: 1 in 6 days; other pollutants
continuous

Note: Operating schedule based on 2012.
Source: BAAQMD, 2013.

definitions of photochemically reactive organic compounds (i.e., VOCs, reactive
organic compounds, reactive organic gases [ROGs], and precursor organic
compounds [POCs]). However, these definitions are very similar and generally
include the same organic compounds, with only minor differences in specific
chemicals that are excluded (i.e., exhibit negligible photoreactivity, as
determined by the specific regulatory agency). Although not defined by
photoreactivity, total hydrocarbons (THC) is another term that is used by EPA to
encompass airborne organic compounds. Because THC, VOCs, ROGs, and POCs
generally include the same organic compounds, in consultation with BAAQMD, it
was determined that these were equivalent for the purposes of estimating and
evaluating emissions for the purposes of this EIR. The definition of each of these
terms and lists of specific organic compounds excluded from each category can
be found on agency websites or in publicly available documents (CARB, 2009a;
Code of Federal Regulations, 40; BAAQMD, 1994) . Ambient concentrations of
pollutants are determined by regional pollutant emissions, pollutant emissions in
a given area, and wind patterns and meteorological conditions for that area. As a
result, ambient concentrations can vary among different locations within an area.
The closest and most representative monitoring station locations to the
Modernization Project site are Richmond and San Pablo. On January 1, 2013, the
San Pablo-Rumrill station began monitoring PM2.5. Prior to this date, the nearest
monitoring station in Contra Costa County that monitored PM2.5 was located in
Concord (2975 Treat Boulevard). Table 4.3-7 shows a 5-year (2008-2012)
summary of maximum
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TABLE 4.3-7

2008-2012 CRITERIA POLLUTANT AMBIENT AIR MONITORING DATA COLLECTED NEAR THE MODERNIZATION PROJECT

Pollutant

Value
NAAQS

Value
CAAQS

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

Highest 1-Hour Average (ppm)

--

0.09

0.08

0.11

0.10

0.08

0.09

Days Over State Standard

--

--

0

2

1

0

0

0.075

0.07

0.063

0.088

0.081

0.058

0.059

Days Over State Standard

--

--

0

2

1

0

0

Days Over National Standard

--

--

0

5

1

0

0

Standard

Ozonea (San Pablo;
Concord for 2009)

b

Carbon Monoxide
(San Pablo; Concord
for 2009, 2010)
a,b

Nitrogen Dioxide
(San Pablo; Concord
for 2009, 2010)

Sulfur Dioxidec
(Richmond)

PM10b (San Pablo;
Concord for 2009,
2010)

Highest 8-Hour Average (ppm)

h

f

Highest 1-Hour Average (ppm)

35

20

2.5

1.8

1.2

1.9

1.6

Highest 8-Hour Average (ppm)

9f

9.0

1.3

1.1

1.0

1.0

0.9

0.1d

0.18

0.067

0.040

0.042

0.051

0.055

Annual Average (ppm)

--

0.03

0.012

0.009

0.008

0.010

0.009

Highest 1-Hour Average (ppm)

--

0.25

--

--

N/A

N/A

N/A

Highest 24-Hour Average (ppm)

0.14

0.04

0.008

0.006

N/A

N/A

N/A

Annual Average (ppm)

0.03

--

0.002

0.001

N/A

N/A

N/A

0.075e

0.25

N/A

N/A

0.026

0.021

0.013

Highest 24-Hour Average (ppm)

--

0.04

N/A

N/A

0.007

0.003

0.002

Annual Average (ppm)

--

--

N/A

N/A

--

--

--

150g

50

44

33

41

73

47

--

--

0

0

0

1

0

--

20

20.9

14.7

13.7

19.7

15.6

Highest 1-Hour Avg. (ppm)

Highest 1-Hour Average (ppm)

Highest 24-Hour Average (ȝg/m3)
Days Over State Standard
Annual Average (ȝg/m3)
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TABLE 4.3-7

Pollutant

2008-2012 CRITERIA POLLUTANT AMBIENT AIR MONITORING DATA COLLECTED NEAR THE MODERNIZATION PROJECT

Standard
Highest 24-Hour Average (ȝg/m3)
Days Over National Standard

PM2.5a (Concord)

Value
NAAQS

Value
CAAQS

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

35i

--

60.3

39

36.4

47.5

32.2

--

--

3

1

1

2

0

12

9.3

8.4

7.1

7.8

6.5

j

Annual Average (ȝg/m3)

12
(primary)
15j
(secondary)

Notes: -- = indicates there was insufficient (or no) data available; ppm = parts per million; ȝg/m3 = microgram per cubic meter.
a
CARB-approved a new State 8-hour O3 standard of 0.070 ppm on May 17, 2008, and approved new State 1-hour and annual NO2 standards of 0.18 ppm and 0.03
ppm, respectively on February 22, 2007. EPA approved a new federal 24-hour PM2.5 standard of 35 µg/m3 on September 21, 2006.
b
The San Pablo site was temporarily closed in March 2009 due to heavy damage from a building fire. No statistics are available for 2009 and therefore, data from
the Concord site are reported here.
c
On June 2, 2010, EPA established a new 1-hour SO2 standard, effective August 23, 2010, and revoked both the existing 24-hr SO2 standard and the annual primary
SO2 standard. Data shown are from the Richmond monitoring station.
d
98th percentile of 1-hour daily maximum concentrations, averaged over 3 years.
e
99th percentile of 1-hour daily maximum concentrations, averaged over 3 years.
f
Not to be exceeded more than once per year.
g
Not to be exceeded more than once per year on average over 3 years.
h
Annual fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour concentration, averaged over 3 years.
i
98th percentile, averaged over 3 years.
j
Annual mean, averaged over 3 years.
Sources: BAAQMD, 2013d.
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concentration monitoring data collected from the Richmond (SO2), San Pablo (O3,
SO2, PM10, PM2.5, CO, and NO2), and Concord (PM2.5, CO, O3, and NO2) stations,
compared with the NAAQS and CAAQS. The monitoring data show that the O3,
PM10, and PM2.5 periodically exceeded the NAAQS and CAAQS during this period.
4.3.2.2.2 Toxic Air Contaminants
This section presents ambient air toxics monitoring data for the Modernization
Project site and vicinity, as well as regional, local, and Facility emission
inventories during the Baseline period. Baseline period air toxics emissions
inventories for the Facility are discussed in greater detail in Section 4.3.4.
4.3.2.2.2.1 TAC Chemicals and Their Sources
Table 4.3-8 presents source and health impact information for the ten TACs
posing the greatest known health risks in California, based on ambient air
quality data.
4.3.2.2.2.2 Local TAC Emission Sources: Richmond and Surrounding Area
Major local TAC sources include industrial activity in the vicinity of the
Modernization Project site, shipping and other maritime activities from the Port
of Richmond and its tenants, and emissions from cars, trucks, and trains using
the area's highway, parkway, and rail transportation network. Like CAP
emissions, TAC emissions result from the operation of factories and other
stationary facilities, and from mobile sources such as passenger automobiles and
light-duty trucks, other mobile equipment such as portable diesel generators,
ships and harbor craft such as tugboats, cargo handling equipment, heavy duty
trucks and construction equipment, and rail locomotives. More information on
local CAP emissions sources can be found in Appendix 4.3-PHYS.
Different TACs are emitted from different types of sources. For example, a major
TAC emitted by mobile sources is diesel particulate matter (DPM), including very
small particles (referred to as PM10) and even smaller particles (referred to as
PM2.5). By comparison, a typical human hair is about 100 microns thick.
4.3.2.2.3 Odors
Land uses in Richmond that constitute odor sources include industrial facilities
such as the Facility, wastewater treatment facilities, solid waste transfer facilities,
and under some conditions naturally occurring sources, such as the
decomposition of natural organic matter in bayland marsh and pond areas. Other
examples of minor sources of odors include restaurants and auto body painting
establishments. In general, odor dispersal occurs relatively quickly, with
noticeable impacts diminishing substantially with increasing distance from the
source.
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TABLE 4.3-8

SUMMARY OF SOURCES AND HEALTH EFFECTS OF TOP 10
CARCINOGENIC TACS IN CALIFORNIA

TAC
Acetaldehyde

Benzene

1,3-Butadiene

Sources
Mobile engine exhaust
Stationary source fuel combustion
Fugitive emissions from gasoline
Gasoline engine exhaust
Crude oil and natural gas mining
Petroleum refining
Electricity generation
Residential fuel combustion
Natural petroleum seeps
Mobile engine exhaust (incomplete
combustion)
Agricultural waste burning
Residential wood burning
Wildfires
Oil/gas extraction
Petroleum refining, synthetic
material manufacturing

Example Non-Cancer
Chronic and Acute
Impacts
Eye, skin, respiratory
system irritation

Central nervous system
impacts

Neurological impacts
Eye, mucous membrane
irritation

Carbon
Tetrachloride

Chemical product manufacturing
Petroleum refining

Respiratory tract irritation
Central nervous system
impacts

Hexavalent
Chromium

Industrial uses: chrome plating,
chromic acid anodizing; glass
furnace firebrick lining
Gasoline motor vehicles

Renal toxicity
Gastrointestinal
hemorrhaging

pDichlorobenzene

Consumer products (insect
repellants, air fresheners)

Eye, nose, throat irritation
Liver, skin, central nervous
system impacts

Formaldehyde

Methylene
Chloride

Perchloroethylene

Diesel particulate
matter

Motor vehicle exhaust (complete
combustion)
Residential wood burning
Plastic product and synthetics
manufacturing
Aircraft and parts manufacturing
Paint stripping operations
Dry cleaning operations
Aircraft part manufacturing
Fabricated metal product
manufacturing
Consumer products (e.g. brake
cleaners, tire sealants)
Diesel fuel combustion

Respiratory symptoms
Eye, nose, throat irritation
Bone marrow, liver, Kidney
impacts

Liver toxicity
Kidney dysfunction
Neurological impacts

Reduced lung function

Note: All compounds in this list have been identified as carcinogens by the State of California.
Source: CARB, 2009b; CARB, 1998.
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4.3.3 Regulatory Setting
4.3.3.1 Federal, State, and Regional Regulatory Agencies
Air quality within the SFBAAB is regulated by several federal, State, regional, and
local government agencies. These agencies work individually and jointly to
improve air quality through legislation, regulations, planning, policymaking,
education, and programs. As discussed below, some State programs are
administered at the regional level, and some federal programs are implemented
at the State or regional levels.
EPA is responsible for implementing the programs established under the federal
Clean Air Act, which was enacted in 1963 and most recently amended in 1990.
Under the federal Clean Air Act, EPA is responsible for setting and enforcing the
NAAQS, judging the adequacy of State Implementation Plans (SIPs), which will be
discussed in further detail later in this section, and regulating emission sources
that are under the exclusive authority of the federal government (e.g., aircraft,
ships, sources outside of State waters (outer continental shelf), vehicles sold in
states other than California, and certain locomotives). EPA has delegated the
authority to implement many of the federal programs to California or the
BAAQMD, while retaining an oversight role to ensure that the programs continue
to be implemented.
CARB is the State regulatory agency with authority to enforce regulations to
achieve and maintain the NAAQS. CARB also has the authority to adopt California
Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS), which in many cases are more stringent
than the NAAQS, and enforce them through the California Clean Air Act of 1988,
which requires that all air districts in the state endeavor to achieve and maintain
the CAAQS by the earliest practicable date. CARB is responsible for developing
the SIP. CARB reviews operations and programs of the regional air districts, and
requires each air district with jurisdiction over a nonattainment area to develop
its own strategy for achieving the NAAQS and CAAQS. Other CARB duties include
determining and updating area designations and maps, setting emissions
standards for new mobile sources, consumer products, small utility engines, and
off-road vehicles, and monitoring air quality, in conjunction with air monitoring
networks maintained by air pollution control and air quality management
districts.
BAAQMD is the regional air district with jurisdiction over the nine-county region
located in the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. It is responsible for preparing the
air quality plans that are required under the federal Clean Air Act and California
Clean Air Act (which are compiled to form the SIP), and for implementing
attainment strategies to ensure that future emissions will be within federal and
State standards. BAAQMD regulates and issues permits for stationary sources at
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industrial and commercial facilities. Both federal and State O3 plans rely heavily
upon stationary source control measures set forth in BAAQMD’s Rules and
Regulations. BAAQMD also inspects stationary sources of air pollution, responds
to citizen complaints, and monitors ambient air quality and meteorological
conditions.
BAAQMD develops guidance for assessing air quality impacts for projects subject
to CEQA. It recommends thresholds for determining whether projects would have
significant adverse environmental impacts, identifies methodologies for
predicting project emissions and impacts, and identifies measures that can be
used to avoid or reduce air quality impacts.
In addition to EPA, CARB, and BAAQMD, other organizations join in the efforts to
improve air quality such as the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG),
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), county transportation agencies,
cities and counties, and various non-governmental organizations. These
organizations participate in the adoption of regulations and policies, as well as
implementation of extensive education and public outreach programs.
Air quality within the SFBAAB is addressed through the efforts of various federal,
State, regional, and local government agencies. These agencies work individually
and jointly to improve air quality through legislation, regulations, planning,
policymaking, education, and programs.
As further discussed in Appendix 4.3-REG, the primary regulations governing air
quality cover CAPs, TACs, and odors. Air quality policies, regulations, and
statutes also address a wide variety of other topics, including environmental
justice. CAPs—which include O3, CO, NO2, SO2, PM (including respirable PM10 and
PM2.5), and lead—are regulated at the federal and State level for stationary
sources as well as mobile and marine sources. In addition, BAAQMD has number
of regulations pertaining to CAPs, many of which expand upon federal and State
regulations.
Similar to CAPs, TACs are also regulated at the federal, State, and local levels. At
the federal level, TACs—referred to as hazardous air pollutants—are regulated
through a variety of approaches, such as EPA’s National Emissions Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants; EPA’s Emergency Planning and Community Right-toKnow Act, which has a reporting component for air toxics; and a chemical
accident prevention program.
In California, TACs are defined by CARB as those air pollutants that “may cause
or contribute to an increase in deaths or in serious illness, or which may pose a
present or potential hazard to human health” (CARB, 2013). There are currently
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over 200 substances that have been identified by the CARB as TACs (CARB,
2011b). While most TACs originate from human sources such as fossil fuel
combustion or dry cleaning facilities, natural sources such as forest fires and
volcanic eruptions also contribute TACs to ambient air.
In California, TACs are subject to a variety of laws and regulations, such as the
Tanner Air Toxics Act (Assembly Bill 1807) and the Air Toxics Hot Spots
Information and Assessment Act of 1987 (Assembly Bill 2588, or the Hot Spots
Act); California Accidental Release Prevention program; Safe Drinking Water and
Toxic Enforcement Act of 1986 (Proposition 65); and a diesel risk reduction plan
with corresponding regulations designed to reduce diesel emissions. CARB also
regulates TACs by promulgating State regulations to reduce TAC emissions from
mobile sources, and providing guidance to local air districts on the regulation of
TACs from stationary sources, such as refineries. Other laws and regulations
address accident and other risks from TACs. A more detailed description of
applicable TAC laws and regulations is presented in in Appendix 4.3-REG.
In the Bay Area, BAAQMD has developed rules and regulations that limit
emissions from various TAC sources, such as solvent cleaning operations,
aerosol paint products, and flares at petroleum refineries. Similar to the
accidental release programs at the federal and State levels, BAAQMD also has a
work plan to address accidental releases from industrial facilities.
Further information on federal, State and local air quality laws and regulations
setting can be found in Appendix 4.3-REG.
4.3.3.2 City of Richmond
4.3.3.2.1 Richmond General Plan 2030
Adopted in April 2012, the Richmond General Plan 2030 (General Plan 2030)
establishes the policy framework that serves as the City’s basis for both public
and private decision-making, and guides the community's long-range
development. The goals and policies of the plan reflect the City’s philosophy on
public and private development and provide guidance for making decisions on
related issues.
Consistency with the General Plan 2030, including plan elements relevant to this
section, is addressed in Section 4.10, Land Use, Plans, and Policies, and in
Appendix 4.10, Consistency Evaluation of Relevant General Plan Goals, Policies,
and Actions. There are no inconsistencies between the Modernization Project and
the General Plan 2030.
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4.3.3.2.2 City of Richmond Ordinances
Richmond Municipal Code Section 15.04.840.030 establishes visibility-based
particulate matter and air contaminant standards that prohibit emissions of dust
or particulate matter that is detectable at the property boundary by a reasonable
person who is not using instruments. “Toxic fumes” must also be addressed as
part of the Conditional Use Permit review and approval process (Richmond
Zoning Code, Section 15.04.820.025).
4.3.3.3 Regulation of Odors
Odors are generally not regulated due to impacts on human health, but are
regulated as a nuisance. However, manifestations of a person’s reaction to strong
odors can range from psychological (e.g., irritation, anger, anxiety) to physiological
(e.g., circulatory and respiratory impacts, nausea, vomiting, headache).
The ability to detect odors varies considerably among the population and overall
is quite subjective. Some individuals are able to smell very minute quantities of
specific substances; others may not have the same sensitivity but may have
sensitivities to odors of other substances. In addition, people may have different
reactions to the same odor; an odor that is offensive to one person may be
acceptable to another (e.g., fast food restaurant). It is important to also note that an
unfamiliar odor is more easily detected, and a transient odor is more likely to
result in complaints than a constant one. This is caused by a phenomenon known
as odor fatigue, in which a person can become desensitized to almost any odor and
recognition only occurs with an alteration in the intensity.
The occurrence and severity of odor problems depends on numerous factors,
including the nature, frequency, duration and intensity of the source, wind speed
and direction, and the sensitivity of the receptor(s). Substances present in
refinery air emissions, such as H2S, SO2, methyl mercaptan, other reduced sulfur
compounds, ammonia, benzene compounds, naphthalene, and toluene, among
others, are known to cause unpleasant odors.
Odors are typically considered a local air quality problem. EPA has not
established regulations that deal with the generation of odors.
California Health and Safety Code Section 41700 states that no person can
discharge air contaminants or other material that cause injury, detriment,
nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or the public, or
discharge air contaminants that endanger the comfort, health, or safety of such
persons.
Odors caused by air pollutants are regulated by BAAQMD. These regulations
place general limitations on odorous substances and specific emission
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limitations on certain odorous compounds, such as ammonia and H2S. BAAQMD
may issue a Notice Of Violation if a business or individual violates a requirement
of BAAQMD's odor rules, which generally prohibit the creation of an
objectionable odor beyond the facility's boundaries that remains objectionable
after dilution with four parts of odor-free air.
Finally, the City of Richmond addresses odors in its General Plan 2030 and
Zoning Code. Consistency with the General Plan 2030, including plan elements
relevant to this section, is addressed in Section 4.10, Land Use, Plans, and
Policies, and in Appendix 4.10, Consistency Evaluation of Relevant General Plan
Goals, Policies, and Actions. There are no inconsistencies between the
Modernization Project and the General Plan 2030. Zoning Code Section
15.04.840.030 prohibits “continuous, frequent or repetitive odors that are
perceptible beyond property boundaries” and notes that an odor that is detected
for no more than 15 minutes per day is not a “continuous” odor. Odor must also
be addressed as part of the Conditional Use Permit review and approval process
(Richmond Zoning Code, Section 15.04.820.025).
4.3.3.4 Environmental Justice
Federal, State, regional and local agencies have increasingly recognized and
responded to the potential for disparate impacts to occur in communities with
lower income levels, or larger minority populations, that already host industrial
or transportation-related land uses that generate CAPs and TACs. This concern is
generally referred to as environmental justice. Increasing pollution levels in these
communities, even increases allowed by existing federal, State, and local air
quality permit laws, may result in more significant health impacts than allowing
such pollution increases in other higher income or less diverse communities with
fewer existing pollution sources.
At the federal level, an executive order (i.e., Executive Order 12898) directs
federal agencies to consider environmental justice during the regulatory process.
At the State level, environmental justice is being addressed through several
California statutory programs (e.g., Senate Bill 115, Senate Bill 828). In addition,
screening tools, such as the California Communities Environmental Health
Screening Tool (EnviroScreen Tool), are available to help determine which
portions of the State have higher pollution burdens and vulnerabilities than other
areas, so that assistance can be prioritized to those communities with higher
pollution burdens. The BAAQMD CARE program, discussed above, also considers
environmental justice, and BAAQMD has adopted environmental justice policies.
Finally, the City of Richmond addresses environmental justice in its General Plan
2030. Consistency with the General Plan 2030, including plan elements relevant
to this section, is addressed in Section 4.10, Land Use, Plans, and Policies, and in
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Appendix 4.10, Consistency Evaluation of Relevant General Plan Goals, Policies,
and Actions. There are no inconsistencies between the Modernization Project and
the General Plan 2030.
4.3.3.5 Facility Compliance with Applicable Air Quality Laws, Regulations,
and Permit Conditions
According to a summary of NOVs provided by BAAQMD and Chevron (Chevron
Data Transmittal #66, 2014), BAAQMD has issued 51 notices of violation against
the Facility during 2008-2010. Of the 51 NOVs, 45 are listed as resolved and six
are listed as pending. The violations are associated with BAAQMD Regulation 9
(inorganic gaseous pollutants), due to exceedances in SO2, CO, and H2S;
Regulation 12 (specifically rules related to flares), due to missed flare samples;
Regulation 8 (organic compounds), due to leaks, spills, inspections, monitoring,
and maintenance violations; Regulation 10 (new stationary sources), due to H2S
exceedances and performance tests and benzene waste violations; Regulation 1,
due to maintenance of monitor and late reporting; and Regulation 2 (permits),
due to operations without permits.
From January 2011 through November 2013, Chevron has reported receiving
118 NOVs. Nine relate to the August 2012 fire, discussed further in Section
4.13.2.4.3.2.1.5 of Section 4.13, Public Safety; and the remaining relate to
Regulation 2, due to failure to meet permit conditions and operation without
permits; Regulation 8, due to deviations related to leaks, spills, inspections, and
monitoring and maintenance violations; Regulation 10, due to deviations from
the regulation including flaring due to operator error; Regulation 9, due to H2S
and NOx exceedances; Regulation 1, due to late reporting and monitor
maintenance; Regulation 12, due to missed flare samples; and Regulation 6, due
to opacity excesses.

4.3.4 Facility Setting and Baseline
The major sources of emissions of CAPs and TACs from Refinery Operations are
stationary sources, such as furnaces and process units used to heat, chemically
modify, and separate crude oil and purchased gas oils feedstock into marketable
products such as gasoline, diesel, jet fuel, and lubricants. Refinery Operations
also generate fugitive emissions from tanks and fugitive components, such as
valves and flanges on pipelines. Emissions are also generated from combustion
sources involved in the transportation of feedstocks brought into and marketable
products transported from the Facility. Transportation-related combustion air
emissions sources include vessels associated with marine shipping, locomotives
associated with rail transport and trucks.
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In consultation with the BAAQMD, the BAAQMD Emissions Inventory (EI) was
determined to provide the most comprehensive ongoing framework for
understanding emissions from Refinery Operations for purposes of this EIR. A
detailed discussion of the use of BAAQMD EI data to estimate Refinery
Operations emissions is included in Appendix 4.3-OP. The BAAQMD EI was also
used in the setting section of the 2008 EIR. As discussed below, and in more
detail in Appendix 4.3-OP, when continuous emissions monitoring data, more
detailed Engineering Evaluations were available (as prepared by BAAQMD
engineers responsible for processing air permit applications, including permit
applications for Modernization Project components that were included in the
2008 EIR), or updated emissions factors for specific Facility equipment sources
were provided by BAAQMD, they were used to estimate Facility emissions.
This EIR also includes emission estimates, again developed in collaboration with
BAAQMD staff and relevant regulatory guidance, for Facility transportation
related to marine shipping, trucking, and rail activities. Emissions for shipping,
locomotives from rail activities, and trucking, were not included or analyzed in
the 2008 EIR because the project (either for the 2008 Project or the current
Modernization Project) did not include any changes to the Facility’s shipping,
trucking, or rail transport conveyance capabilities.
Because the Appellate Court Decision required an assessment of the emission
consequences of potential changes to Facility throughput and variations in
potential crude oil blends, this EIR includes a comprehensive analysis of
transportation-related air emissions that could vary with Facility utilization levels.
In general, higher Facility utilization levels generate a higher level of shipping,
trucking, and rail activity and associated air emissions (i.e., more transportation,
and hence more transportation emissions, occur with 100% Facility utilization
than 93% Facility utilization). Certain transportation levels, particularly related to
shipping, also vary in accordance with the types of vessels serving the Long
Wharf, which itself varies with the amount of crude blend and purchased gas oil
shipped to and processed in the Facility (see the discussion of the Unit Rate
Model in Appendix 4.3-URM).
As discussed below, air emissions from Refinery Operations, marine shipping,
and truck and rail activity are estimated using different data sources and analysis
methods. Emissions from Refinery Operations include emissions from process
unit furnaces and units, catalytic reforming, the fluid catalytic cracker, cooling
water towers, product loading racks, storage tanks, component fugitives,
electricity and steam generation, flares, light ends product loading, maintenance
shops, portable storage containers, and wastewater treatment. The data sources
and estimation methods used for estimating Refinery Operations emissions are
summarized in more detail in Appendix 4.3-OP. Shipping emissions include
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emissions from combustion sources (e.g., marine and wharf equipment engines)
required to deliver crude oil, gas oil and other feedstocks to and to convey
products from the Facility by sea. The data sources and estimation methods used
for estimating shipping emissions are summarized in more detail in Appendix
4.3-SHP. Rail and truck emissions are relatively minor in scope and include
emissions from combustion sources (e.g., truck and locomotive engines)
required to deliver materials to and to convey products from the Facility by train
and surface roads. The data sources and estimation methods used for estimating
rail and truck emissions are summarized in more detail in Appendix 4.3-TRANS.
Baseline and future case emission levels, and, in certain instances, the potential
air quality impacts associated with each of these emissions sources, are
separately calculated and analyzed in this EIR. The Facility’s total emissions,
however, consist of the sum of all emissions from Refinery Operations, shipping,
and truck and rail activity.
4.3.4.1 Baseline Methodology Overview
The Facility filed a revised application for the Modernization Project early in
2011, and the City filed its Notice of Preparation for this EIR in May of 2011.
The City selected the 3 years preceding the Notice of Preparation (2008-2010) as
the Baseline period, rather than a single year, based on a variety of
considerations. A 3-year baseline period provides a more representative sample
of Facility operational levels and resulting emissions compared to a single year of
data, which may be based on atypical operations. The City selected the years
2008-2010 as the Baseline years because they were the 3 years immediately
preceding publication of the Notice of Preparation for which complete
operational and emissions data were available, and because 2008-2010, on
average, generally represent typical Refinery Operations and emissions levels.
Emissions for 2011 were also evaluated, and remained consistent with the 20082010 Baseline period (see Appendix 4.3-URM). Because 2011 emissions were
consistent with Baseline emissions, the Baseline was not modified to include
2011 emissions data.
In August 2012, a major fire resulted in the shutdown of the Facility’s crude unit,
as described in greater detail in Section 4.13, Public Safety. The Facility
continued to process gas oils and other blendstocks while the crude unit was
inoperable, and the crude unit was repaired and placed back into service in the
second quarter of 2013. The inactive status of the crude unit during an extended
period from 2012 to 2013 resulted in these years not being representative of
normal Refinery Operations, and these years were therefore excluded from the
average annual Baseline period Facility emissions.
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The average annual emissions during 2008-2010 were further evaluated with
respect to several factors. First, as authorized by the California Supreme Court in
Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority, (2013)
57 Cal.4th 439 (Smart Rail), when adopted air pollution reduction legal mandates
and scheduled and funded facility improvements will result in lower facility
emissions in the foreseeable future, it is appropriate for an EIR to compare
project impacts against the reduced emissions that will occur in the future for
the facility, and not simply compare a project with what would soon become
unrepresentative existing levels. As discussed in Appendices 4.3-OP, 4.3-SHP,
and 4.3-TRANS, there are some regulatory mandates and equipment changes
that will occur by the anticipated Modernization Project start date in 2016 that
will reduce emissions. As of 2016, regulatory changes will result in certain
emission reductions from some marine shipping-related combustion activity, and
from rail and truck use, but not for Refinery Operations.
Second, as directed by the BAAQMD, updated emissions factors developed by the
BAAQMD for certain Facility emission sources in the BAAQMD’s EI were used in
place of older factors that were in use during 2008-2010. These updated factors
result in changes to the emissions calculated for the applicable sources and
more accurately reflect Facility Baseline conditions than data from 2008-2010.
The updated EI factors are summarized in Section 1.6 of Appendix 4.3-OP.
Third, Facility emissions data are produced from Continuous Emissions
Monitoring System (CEMS) equipment installed on certain Facility emissions
sources. At the direction of the BAAQMD, CEMS data for applicable sources was
used in place of other 2008-2010 estimation factors to more accurately reflect
Facility Baseline conditions. The Baseline factors derived from CEMS data are
summarized in Section 1.4.4 of Appendix 4.3-OP. Finally, In September 2008, the
BAAQMD conducted an Engineering Evaluation (EE) of the 2008 Project that
developed emissions factors for the proposed sulfur recovery unit, hydrogen
plant, and certain other proposed Facility improvements. At the direction of the
BAAQMD, emissions factors developed in the BAAQMD EE for applicable sources
was used in place of other 2008-2010 estimation factors to more accurately
reflect Facility emissions. The factors derived from EE data are summarized in
Section 1.5 of Appendix 4.3-OP.
The emissions Baseline for the Modernization Project reflects applicable Facility
physical modifications, EI factors for Facility sources updated by BAAQMD from
the 2008-2010 inventory, emissions factors developed for Facility sources by
BAAQMD in the 2008 EE, CEMS data for Facility sources, and regulatory mandates
that will affect emissions in the near future. These factors are described in more
detail below and in Appendix 4.3-OP for Refinery Operations, which include
Facility stationary sources. Baseline emissions for shipping are discussed below
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and in more detail in Appendix 4.3-SHP and in Appendix 4.3-TRANS for rail and
trucking.
The following sections explain the development of Baseline CAP and TAC
emissions in more detail.
4.3.4.2 CAP and TAC Emissions During 2008-2010
This section describes Facility emissions during 2008-2010 from Refinery
Operations, shipping, rail, and trucking activities.
4.3.4.2.1 Stationary Emission Sources at the Facility
Table 4.3-9 summarizes the types of emissions from the main types of stationary
process units and other stationary equipment, such as pipelines, pumps, and
storage tanks, at the Facility. Additional details regarding each process unit used
in the refining process referenced in Table 4.3-9 are provided in Appendix 3,
Overview of Oil Refining Process.
Most of the process equipment is fueled by refinery fuel gas, which is a
collection of light gases created within the Facility in various processing units
blended with natural gas. These light gases are first collected and processed in a
gas-processing unit to recover any heavier components that can be refined into
marketable products, and then processed to remove most sulfur compounds
such as H2S to reduce sulfur emissions from combustion. The treated light gases
are blended with purchased natural gas and vaporized LPG in the fuel gas drums
to form refinery fuel gas, which is used as fuel for the heaters and boilers that
run the process units. Consumption of refinery fuel gas in the process units
results in both CAP and TAC emissions. Table 4.3-10 lists the TAC emissions
associated with refinery fuel gas.
4.3.4.2.1.1 The BAAQMD Emissions Inventory
The BAAQMD tracks emissions of CAPs and TACs annually in an emissions
inventory (the BAAQMD EI). An emissions inventory is an itemized list of
emissions estimates for specific sources of air pollution over a specified time
period. The BAAQMD EI is derived from annual updates submitted to the
BAAQMD summarizing throughput or firing rates, for stationary air pollution
sources. Annual updates are submitted to the BAAQMD for each applicable
source within the Facility. The BAAQMD uses the submitted information to
calculate emissions, and prepare an annual emissions inventory of CAPs and
TACs from each source. The results of this analysis are used to assess fees
based on the estimated emissions from the applicable sources.
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TABLE 4.3-9

TYPES OF EMISSIONS FROM FACILITY STATIONARY SOURCES

Emission Source

CAPs

RFG/NG Combustion
(including flares)
Fluid Catalytic Cracker
Process

NOx, CO, PM,
VOCs, and SO2
NOx, CO, PM,
VOCs, and SO2
NOx, SO2, CO,
and VOCs

Rheniformer Process

TACs
Fuel combustion TACsa
Fluid catalytic cracker process TACs

Cooling Towers

VOCs, PM

Chlorine, bromine, NH3, and metals

Loading Terminals (Wharf,
Marketing)

VOCs

Sulfur Recovery Claus Units
(Process and Combustion)

NOx, CO, PM,
VOCs, and SO2

Process Component
Fugitives

VOCs

Storage Tanks

VOCs

Wastewater-related Units

VOCs

Hydrocarbons, H2S and NH3

Hydrogen Plant Process

CO, VOCs

Methanol

Wharf: motor gas/aviation gas fugitive
TACs
Marketing: motor gas/aviation gas TACs
Fuel combustion TACs
carbon disulfide, H2S, sulfuric acid
Hydrogen Plant: NH3, hydrocarbons
FCC FHT: diethanolamine, H2S,
hydrocarbons
Sulfur Recovery Unit, H2S Plant: DEA,
H2S, NH3
Tanks: hydrocarbons
Perchloroethylene,
Crude/Gas Oil/Motor Gas/Aviation Gas
fugitive TACs

Fuel combustion TACs are listed in Table 4.3-10.
Note: RFG = refinery fuel gas; NG = natural gas; FCC FHT – fluid catalytic cracker feed hydrotreater
Source: BAAQMD EI (See Appendix 4.3-EI) and BAAQMD EE (see Appendix 4.3-EE)
a

TABLE 4.3-10

TYPES OF TOXIC AIR POLLUTANTS FROM FUEL GAS COMBUSTION IN
REFINERY FUEL GAS

Acetaldehyde

Formaldehyde

Antimonya

Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrenea

Arsenic

Leada

Benzene

Manganese

Benzo(a)anthracenea

Mercury

Benzo(a)pyrene

Naphthalenea

Benzo(b)fluoranthenea

Nickel

Benzo(k)fluoranthenea

Phenol

Cadmium

Seleniuma

Chrysenea

Toluene
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TABLE 4.3-10

TYPES OF TOXIC AIR POLLUTANTS FROM FUEL GAS COMBUSTION IN
REFINERY FUEL GAS

Copper

Xylenesa

Ethylbenzenea

Zinc

This TAC was listed as a refinery fuel gas TAC in the EE, but a specific quantity is not reported in
annual emissions inventories
Source: BAAQMD Emissions Inventory (see Appendix 4.3-EI) and BAAQMD Engineering Evaluation
(see Appendix 4.3-EE).
a

The BAAQMD EI includes annual CAPs and TACs emission estimates for sources
in the Facility. Other CAPs and TACs emissions reports are also prepared by
Chevron for the Facility, including monthly CEMS data, and a compliance report
for the Richmond lube oil plant permit. During consultations, the BAAQMD
confirmed that the EI, which was used in the 2008 EIR and is the most complete
emissions data source for the Facility, represents the best available data for
estimating 2008-2010 emissions levels from the Facility.
4.3.4.2.1.2 Estimation of 2008-2010 CAP Emissions from Facility Stationary
Sources
Consistent with the 2008 EIR methodology, 2008-2010 CAP emissions were
obtained from the BAAQMD EI compiled by the BAAQMD 2 for 2008, 2009, and
2010. 3 The BAAQMD EI reports contain annual-average daily emissions of five
CAPs (CO, NOx, PM10, SO2, and VOCs) for every stationary source permitted by
BAAQMD in the Facility. PM2.5 emissions were conservatively assumed to equal
PM10 emissions. The BAAQMD EI for 2008-2010, and also for 2011, is
summarized in Appendix 4.3-EI. The BAAQMD EI CAPs emissions for 2011 are
consistent with emissions as reported in the BAAQMD EI for the 2008-2010
period. As a result, annual average daily emissions from 2008-2010 are
representative of normal operating conditions.
4.3.4.2.1.3 Estimation of 2008-2010 TAC Emissions from Refinery Operations
TAC emissions during 2008-2010 were also prepared from the BAAQMD EI.
There are potential overlaps between the CAPs and TACs data in the BAAQMD EI.
The CAPs category of ROGs, for example, can include individual chemicals, such
as benzene and toluene, that are also reported separately in the TACs data.
Similarly, the particulate matter CAPs category contains individual chemicals,

2

BAAQMD Emission Inventories are included as Appendix 4.3-EI.
This is consistent with the 2008 EIR in the reliance on BAAQMD's EI, though the
2008 EIR used a 1-year period (2005), instead of a 3-year averaging period (2008-2010),
as the Baseline.
3
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such as lead and arsenic, that are listed in the TACs data. In order to
characterize the individual chemical constituents of groups of chemicals,
speciation profiles are used. Speciation profiles provide estimates of the
chemical composition of emissions, and are used in preparing emission
inventories and air quality models. Regulatory agencies, such as CARB and the
BAAQMD, maintain and update estimates of the chemical composition and size
fractions of particulate matter and the chemical composition of ROGs, for a
variety of emission source categories.
4.3.4.2.2 2008-2010 Shipping Emissions
The Facility imports crude oil, gas oil and smaller amounts of additional
blendstocks, and exports a portion of manufactured transportation fuels and
blendstocks, via ships and barges. Other exports from the Facility are conveyed
via rail, truck, or pipeline, as described in Section 4.0.3.3.4 of Section 4.0,
Introduction to Chapter and Methodology. Waterborne transport includes selfpropelled ocean-going vessels or tanker ships and vessels that are not selfpropelled (i.e., barges) that dock at Chevron’s Long Wharf and unload and/or
load liquid materials over the dock. Both the ships and barges require assistance
from smaller ships called tugs (also called harbor craft). The ships, barges, and
tugs utilize engines fueled by fossil fuels and emit CAP and TAC airborne
emissions in conjunction with Facility shipping.
Shipping emissions are not subject to CEMS monitoring, are not included in the
2008 BAAQMD EE for certain Modernization Project facilities, and are not
included in the BAAQMD EI. In consultation with BAAQMD, standardized methods
for estimating shipping-related emissions were used to develop an emission
inventory for shipping activities related to Chevron’s Long Wharf in 2008-2010.
The methodology used to develop the shipping emissions inventory is described
in detail in Appendix 4.3-SHP and in a report prepared by Chevron’s contractor,
ICF (Chevron Data Transmittal #26F, 2014). The methods used in the shippingrelated emissions inventory are consistent with other San Francisco Bay shipping
emission inventories (ENVIRON, 2008; Moffitt & Nichols and ENVIRON, 2010a-d),
subject to factors specific to Modernization Project, and CEQA and Department
of Homeland Security considerations. The City's experts (ENVIRON) and the
BAAQMD have peer reviewed the ICF report, and agree it is appropriate to use
information from that report in estimating shipping emissions in this EIR.
4.3.4.2.2.1 Estimation of 2008-2010 CAP Shipping Emissions
The shipping emissions estimates for 2008-2010 developed for this EIR are
consistent with current CARB, EPA, and/or other Port inventory practices with
respect to emissions sharing for vessels with multiple calls at different refineries;
types of sources included; definition of vessel activities (cruise, high speed
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transit, low speed transit, maneuvering, at-berth, anchorage); load factors, data
sources for vessel movement, vessel characteristics, and emission factors;
fundamental emission equations; and incorporation of applicable regulations
(ENVIRON, 2008; Moffitt & Nichols and ENVIRON, 2010a-d; Starcrest, 2008,
2012, 2013a-b; ICF International, 2009; CARB, 2005, 2010, 2011a; and EPA,
2008). The methods used to derive the 2008-2010 emission estimates are
summarized below, and in more detail in Appendix 4.3-SHP.
4.3.4.2.2.2 Estimation of 2008-2010 TAC Shipping Emissions
TACs are associated with fossil fuel combustion in internal combustion engines
(main and/or auxiliary) on ships and barges and in the boilers on ships. TAC
emissions from ship internal combustion engines are characterized using the
same method used for diesel internal combustion engines, regardless of the type
of liquid fuel burned (diesel, bunker, etc.). The primary TAC from diesel internal
combustion engines is DPM, which, to be conservative, is assumed to be equal to
PM10 emissions from ship-related engines. TACs associated with ship-related
boiler combustion are evaluated by separately evaluating the ROGs TAC
emissions. The estimation of 2008-2010 TAC shipping emissions is described in
more detail in Appendix 4.3-SHP.
4.3.4.2.3 Estimation of 2008-2010 Rail and Truck Emissions
Rail and truck emissions sources comprise a small fraction of Facility emissions
relative to Refinery Operations and shipping. For example, trucking contributes
approximately 5% of total 2008-2010 NOx emissions and rail contributes
approximately 2% of total 2008-2010 NOx emissions. In general, baseline rail and
truck emissions were estimated on the basis of the number of truck trips and
trains to the Facility during 2008-2010. This information was used to estimate
the combustion sources and emissions from locomotives and trucks based on
engine and fuel types used in 2008-2010. The estimation of baseline rail and
trucking CAP and TAC emissions are further discussed in Appendix 4.3-TRANS.
To provide a conservative assessment, PM2.5 emissions for rail were assumed to
equal PM10 emissions from rail.
4.3.4.3 Emission Estimate Adjustments as of Modernization Project
Anticipated Operational Start in 2016
As discussed above, in consultation with BAAQMD, 2008-2010 emissions based
on 2008-2010 EI data for Refinery Operations, and estimated from shipping,
trucking, and rail activity during 2008-2010, were adjusted to reflect (1) new
regulations and equipment changes scheduled to be implemented before the
January 2016 anticipated start date for the Modernization Project consistent with
the Supreme Court decision in Smart Rail, (2) BAAQMD updates of emissions
factors used for certain Facility sources in the 2008-2010 EI, (3) emission factors
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developed for certain Facility sources in the 2008 BAAQMD EE, and (4) CEMS
monitoring data for applicable Facility sources. As discussed in Appendix 4.3-OP,
the updated EI factors, factors derived from the 2008 EE, and CEMS data were
used in the Baseline emissions estimates for Refinery Operations.
As discussed in Appendix 4.3-SHP and Appendix 4.3-TRANS, new regulations and
equipment changes scheduled to be implemented before the January 2016
anticipated start date for the Modernization Project affect emissions from ship,
truck, and rail combustion activities. For shipping, these factors include (1) the
scheduled implementation of new legal mandates designed to reduce emissions
from shipping, and (2) Chevron's confirmed upgrades to certain ships used by
the Facility. These factors reduce Baseline NOx, PM10 and PM2.5, and TAC DPM
emissions from shipping (see Appendix 4.3-SHP). For rail, the Baseline reflects
the long-haul emission factors for long-distance locomotives approved by EPA
and locomotive fleet turnover attributable to new regulations and equipment
changes. Baseline trucking emission estimates reflect EPA's 2016 fleet year mix
(the mix of older and newer trucks assumed to be on the road in 2016) and
corresponding emission factors. These factors are further described in Appendix
4.3-TRANS. The factors described above ensure that emissions data for 20082010 accurately reflect the level of Facility Baseline emissions against which
Modernization Project air quality impacts are assessed.
Baseline CAP emissions for Refinery Operations, shipping, rail, and truck
activities and the entire Facility are shown in Table 4.3-11.
TABLE 4.3-11

BASELINE CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANT EMISSIONS
Annual Average Emissions
(Tons/Year)
CO

NOx

PM10/PM2.5

SO2

VOCs

Refinery Operations

406

756

487

353

937

Shipping

108

491

15

20

34

Trucking

7.4

36

0.99

0.093

1.6

Rail

3.1

21

0.51

0.013

1.3

Total

525

1,303

502

373

973

Source: See Appendices 4.3-OP, 4.3-TRANS, and 4.3-SHP.

TAC emissions for Refinery Operations during 2008-2010, for shipping, rail, and
truck activities, as well as the entire Facility, are shown in Table 4.3-12.

4.3-48

Comment Letter B6
CHEVRON REFINERY MODERNIZATION PROJECT EIR

MARCH 2014

4. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES
4.3 AIR QUALITY

TABLE 4.3-12

BASELINE DETAILED POLLUTANT EMISSION INVENTORY
Emissions
(lbs/year)

TAC
Acetaldehyde

201.0

Ammonia

228,220.5

Antimony

0.3

Arsenic

2.2

Benzene

18,279.7

Benzo(a)anthracene

0.0

Benzo(a)pyrene

240.2

Benzo(b)fluoranthene

0.0

Benzo(k)fluoranthene

0.0

Beryllium

0.0

Bromine & Compounds

–

1,3Butadiene

65.7

Biphenyl

–

Butane

–

Methyl Ethyl Ketone

91.6

Butyl Acetate

3.8

Cadmium

0.9

Carbon Disulfide

2,909.2

Chlorine

1.9

Chlorobenzene

1.3

Chloroform

–

Chromium

0.4

Chromium (Hexavalent)

0.8

Chrysene

-

Copper Compounds

9.1

Cumene

125.9

Cyclohexane

537.5

1,2-Dibromoethane

1.1

DPM

19,056.1

Diethanolamine

38.3
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TABLE 4.3-12

BASELINE DETAILED POLLUTANT EMISSION INVENTORY
Emissions
(lbs/year)

TAC
Ethane

–

Ethanol

620.3

Ethanolamine

40.9

Ethylene

2,445.0

Ethylbenzene

1,340.8

Formaldehyde

1,345.7

N-Hexane

10,259.5

Cyanide Compounds

–

Hydrogen Sulfide

1,013.3

Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene

0.0

Lead Compounds

3.0

Tetra-Ethyl Lead

35.7

Manganese Compounds

120.4

Mercury Compounds

3.0

Methanol

2,892.9

2-heptanone

2.6

Cresols

0.4

Naphthalene

4.5

Nickel Compounds

33.1

Polycyclic Aromatic Compounds

645.4

Phenol

53.0

Propane

–

Propylene Glycol Monomethyl

1.3

Propylene

1,563.0

Selenium

3.7

Silicon

30.7

Sulfate

1,522.6

Sulfuric Acid Mist

52,873.1

Perchloroethylene

26.4

Toluene

24,649.9
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TABLE 4.3-12

BASELINE DETAILED POLLUTANT EMISSION INVENTORY
Emissions
(lbs/year)

TAC
1,2,4-trimethylbenzene

884.5

Vanadium

63.1

Xylene

16,194.1

2,2,4-trimethylpentane

3,230.6

Zinc compounds

135.8

Amine – other

6.3

Avgas

810.3

Bunker C fuel oil

0.8

Cycloparaffins – other

608.4

Diesel Oil

3,544.2

Fuel – jet 'A'

7,675.2

Gas oil

3,533.2

Glycols

7.6

Ketone – other/not spec

12.6

LPG

13,273.8

Mineral spirits

17.9

Oil – non-fuel, other

4,343.5

Oil/water mixture

12,405.9

Organic liquid – other

9,206.7

PAHs (non-carcinogenic)

1,601.1

Paraffins – C3+

4,534.7

Petroleum Products – other

1,387.0

Facility Feedstock – other

6,593.7

Reformate

10.5

Stoddard solvent

5.2

Sulfur or sulfur compounds

1,501.5

Waste water – refin, other

2,284.9

Water/organics mixture

559.1
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4.3.4.4 Baseline Odors at the Refinery
The Refinery Operations generate hydrogen sulfide emissions, which are
regulated by BAAQMD as an odorous compound, as well as other odorous
compounds. According to a review of odor complaint records, there were 237
total odor complaints filed against Chevron with BAAQMD between 2008 and
2010, of which 26 were confirmed based on BAAQMD verification protocols.
More specifically, there were five confirmed out of 99 total complaints in 2008,
12 confirmed out of 78 total complaints filed in 2009, and nine confirmed out of
60 filed in 2010. The most frequent odor descriptions for confirmed complaints
include “petroleum/diesel/gasoline/oily,” “burning/burnt,” and “acrid/noxious/
chemical.”
From January 1, 2011 through February 18, 2014, there were 228 total odor
complaints filed against Chevron with BAAQMD, of which 36 were confirmed
based on BAAQMD verification protocols. There were 19 confirmed out of 99
total odor complaints in 2011, 11 confirmed out of 70 total odor complaints in
2012, three confirmed and one pending out of 33 total odor complaints in 2013,
and three confirmed and two pending out of 26 total odor complaints in 2014.
The most frequent odor descriptions for confirmed complaints include
“petroleum/diesel/gasoline/oily,” “acrid/noxious/chemical,” and “strong/bad/
horrible” or another nonspecific descriptor.
People sometimes experience adverse health impacts that are attributed to odors
in ambient air. Often these health impacts are non-specific symptoms
(headaches, nausea, reflex nausea, gastro-intestinal distress, fatigue, eye
irritation, throat irritation, shortness of breath, runny nose, sleep disturbance,
inability to concentrate, etc.) which cannot be directly linked to a specific
chemical (McGinley and McGinley, 1999). There is little scientific research
surrounding long term, low level exposure to chemicals or short term exposures
with the olfactory area as a key route of exposure.

4.3.5 Significance Criteria and Methodology
5B

This section discusses the criteria and general methods used to evaluate the
Modernization Project’s significance with respect to air quality impacts under
CEQA. It also discusses the BAAQMD 2010 thresholds of significance, which are
used to evaluate the Modernization Project. Methodology is discussed in more
detail in Section 4.3.6 below.
4.3.5.1 CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Thresholds
21B

Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines requires evaluating whether the project
under consideration would:
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(A)

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of an applicable air quality plan;

(B)

Violate any air quality standard, or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation;

(C)

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any CAP for which the
project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or State
ambient air quality standard (including increasing emissions which exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors);

(D)

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or

(E)

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines advises lead agencies to rely on the
CEQA significance criteria established by the local air pollution control agency
(for the Bay Area, BAAQMD) to determine the significance of a project's air
emissions under the Appendix G thresholds.
4.3.5.2 BAAQMD Significance Thresholds
Consistent with Appendix G, this EIR uses the thresholds of significance adopted
in the 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (BAAQMD significance thresholds) for
evaluating the significance of CAP and TAC emissions impacts. The BAAQMD
significance thresholds are summarized in Table 4.3-13. The BAAQMD
significance thresholds are divided between CAPs and TACs, and are set for
evaluating a project's short-term construction emissions, long-term operational
emissions, and cumulatively considerable impacts. Generally, the BAAQMD
significance thresholds for CAPs address the first three Appendix G air quality
CEQA thresholds and the TAC thresholds address the fourth Appendix G
threshold. Finally, BAAQMD has established a threshold for odors, consistent
with the fifth Appendix G threshold.
The 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines explain that criteria pollutant thresholds
based on emission rates (e.g., NOx, ROGs, PM10 exhaust, PM2.5 exhaust) or
ambient air concentrations (e.g., CO) are designed to maintain concentrations
below State and federal standards, or to prevent a “cumulatively considerable
contribution” to regional nonattainment with ambient air quality standards.
To assist the lead agency in evaluating air quality impacts at the community
scale, thresholds of significance have been established for local community risks
and hazards associated with TACs and PM2.5 with respect to siting a new source
and/or receptor, as well as for assessing both individual source and cumulative
multiple source impacts. These thresholds of significance focus on PM2.5 and
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TABLE 4.3-13

BAAQMD CEQA AIR QUALITY THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

A

Operations-Related

ConstructionRelated
Average Daily
Emissions
(lbs/day)

Average
Daily
Emissions
(lbs/day)

Maximum
Annual
Emissions
(tons/year)

ROGs

54

54

10

NOx

54

54

10

PM10 (equipment exhaust)

82

82

15

PM2.5 (equipment exhaust)

54

54

10

Air Pollutants
(and Precursors)

PM10/PM2.5 (fugitive dust)

BMP

CO (local concentration)

None

Greenhouse Gases –
Projects Other than
Stationary Sources

None

Greenhouse Gases –
Stationary Sources

None

Risks and Hazards for New
Sources and Receptors
(Individual Modernization
Project)

Same as
Operational
Thresholds

Risks and Hazards
for New Sources
and Receptors
(Cumulative Threshold)

Same as
Operational
Thresholds

Accidental Release of
Acutely Hazardous Air
Pollutants

None
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Best management practice compliance
required to be less than significant
9.0 ppm (8-hour average)
20.0 ppm (1-hour average)
Compliance with Qualified
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy
OR 1,100 MT of CO2e/yr OR 4.6 MT
CO2e/SP/yr (residents + employees)
10,000 MT of CO2e/yr
Compliance with Qualified Community
Risk Reduction Plan
or
Increased cancer risk of >10.0 in a
million
Increased non-cancer risk of > 1.0 HI
(chronic or acute)
Ambient PM2.5 increase: > 0.3 µg/m3
annual average, a concentration that
would not result in significant health
impacts.
Zone of Influence: 1,000-foot radius
from fence line of source or receptor
Compliance with Qualified Community
Risk Reduction Plan
or
Increased cancer risk of >100 in a
million (from all local sources)
Increased non-cancer risk of >10 HI
(from all local sources) (chronic)
Ambient PM2.5 increase: > 0.8 µg/m3
annual average (from all local sources)
Zone of Influence: 1,000-foot radius
from fence line of source or receptor
Storage or use of acutely hazardous
materials locating near receptors or
new receptors locating near stored or
used acutely hazardous materials
considered significanta
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TABLE 4.3-13

BAAQMD CEQA AIR QUALITY THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Air Pollutants
(and Precursors)

ConstructionRelated
Average Daily
Emissions
(lbs/day)

Odors

None

A

Operations-Related
Average
Daily
Emissions
(lbs/day)

Maximum
Annual
Emissions
(tons/year)

Complaint History – five confirmed
complaints per year averaged over
3 years

Note: BMP = best management practices; MT of CO2e/yr = metric tons of carbon dioxide
equivalent per year; MT CO2e/SP/yr = metric tons carbon dioxide equivalent per service
population per year; HI = hazard index; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter.
a
A threshold related to storage and use of acutely hazardous air pollutants has been vacated;
this threshold is discussed in Section 4.13, Public Safety.
Source: BAAQMD, 2011.

TACs because these more so than other emission types may pose significant
adverse health impacts at the local level as discussed separately below.
The emissions of TACs and PM2.5 are evaluated based on the health impacts that
may result from the emissions of TACs and PM2.5. The health impacts associated
with TACs are quite diverse and generally are assessed locally, rather than
regionally. TACs (and PM2.5) can cause long-term health impacts such as cancer,
birth defects, neurological damage, asthma, bronchitis, or genetic damage; or
short-term acute affects such as eye watering, respiratory irritation (a cough),
running nose, throat pain, and headaches.
For evaluation purposes, TACs are separated into carcinogens and noncarcinogens based on the nature of the physiological impacts associated with
exposure to the pollutant. Carcinogens are assumed to have no safe threshold
below which health impacts would not occur, and cancer risk is expressed as
excess cancer cases per one million exposed individuals, typically over a lifetime
of exposure. Non-carcinogenic substances differ in that there is generally
assumed to be a safe level of exposure below which no negative health impact is
believed to occur. These levels are determined on a pollutant-by-pollutant basis.
Acute and chronic exposure to non-carcinogens is expressed as a hazard index
(HI), which is the ratio of expected exposure levels to an acceptable reference
exposure levels.
The thresholds of significance for local community risk and hazard impacts are
identified below. Local community risk and hazard impacts are associated with
TACs and PM2.5 because emissions of these pollutants can have significant
adverse health impacts at the local level. If Modernization Project-related
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emissions of TACs or PM2.5 exceed any of the following thresholds, the Project
would result in a significant adverse impact:






Non-compliance with a qualified Community Risk Reduction Plan;
An excess cancer risk level of more than 10 in 1 million, or a non-cancer (i.e.,
chronic or acute) hazard index greater than 1.0 would be a significant
cumulatively considerable contribution;
An incremental increase of greater than 0.3 microgram per cubic meter
(ȝg/m3) annual average PM2.5 from a single source would be a significant
cumulatively considerable contribution.

Cancer risks, and acute and chronic hazard indices, are calculated from the
estimated concentrations of pollutants in the air and the potential for exposure
of people to these pollutants. That process is known as risk assessment.
Concentrations in the air are calculated from TAC emissions using air dispersion
modeling. Air dispersion modeling is the mathematical estimation of pollutant
impacts from emissions sources within a study area. Information on factors that
affect the fate and transport of pollutants in the atmosphere, including
meteorological conditions, site configuration, emission release characteristics,
and surrounding terrain, is used in the dispersion model. Once concentrations
are calculated using air dispersion modeling, the risks are calculated using
information on how much air people breathe and the toxicity of the chemical
considered. The resulting cancer risks and chronic and acute hazard index, as
described above, are compared to the BAAQMD significance thresholds to assess
significance.
With respect to odors, the significance threshold used is the odor nuisance
complaint approach in BAAQMD Regulation 7. The 2010 BAAQMD CEQA
Guidelines also provide guidance in the form of screening distances, to help
evaluate potential odor impacts. The screening distance from a new petroleum
refinery is 2 miles. Since the Facility is located within 2 miles of residential
receptors, existing odor complaints and the potential for increased odors
resulting from the Modernization Project is evaluated in this EIR.
4.3.5.3 CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Topics Not Discussed Further in this EIR
All of the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G topics are discussed further in the
sections that follow.
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4.3.6 Impacts and Mitigation Measures
4.3.6.1 Modernization Project Construction Impacts
A description of the Modernization Project's construction phases is presented in
Chapter 3, Project Description. To varying degrees, these construction phases
would generate emissions from four main types of sources: (1) off-road
construction equipment; (2) on-road mobile sources like delivery trucks, soil
hauling trucks, flatbeds, worker commuting vehicles, and worker transport
vehicles; (3) paving and coating activities; and 4) soil movement (fugitive dust).
Construction of several components of the Modernization Project was well
underway in the period between the City’s approval of the Chevron Hydrogen
and Energy Renewal Project (2008 Project) and the court decision invalidating the
EIR, vacating the City’s Project approvals, and halting further construction. As
described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the Modernization Project now under
consideration has evolved to exclude several components of the 2008 Project
(e.g., a new cogeneration plant has been dropped) and include more emission
reduction Project Design Features, such as installation of a new dome on an
existing storage tank to reduce ROG emissions. This EIR includes a
comprehensive emission estimate for all Modernization Project construction
emissions, including (1) an emission estimate for partially completed
Modernization Project components, and (2) an emission estimate for remaining
Modernization Project components (including Project Design Features that were
not included in the 2008 Project).
Because newer construction equipment is subject to more stringent emission
controls than older construction equipment, and because BAAQMD models for
estimating construction emissions assume the construction work will be
completed using an evolving combination of older and newer construction
equipment, Sections 4.3, Air Quality, and 4.8, Greenhouse Gases, of the EIR
conservatively assume that construction would begin in 2014. If a construction
start date of 2016 is used, consistent with other EIR sections (e.g., Section 4.16,
Transportation and Traffic), then Modernization Project construction emission
estimates would be lower—and less mitigation would be required to reduce
impacts to less-than-significant levels—due to improvements in construction
equipment emission controls and cleaner fuels.
Modernization Project construction impacts are evaluated by determining the
emissions associated with Modernization Project construction, and the health
impacts that may result from Modernization Project construction, and comparing
these to applicable BAAQMD CEQA significance thresholds. Construction-phase
emissions were calculated using standard BAAQMD methodologies, as described
in greater detail in Appendices 4.3-CST and 4.3-CHRA, as summarized below.
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Impact 4.3-1: Construction of the Modernization Project could result in
potentially significant, localized construction dust-related air quality
impacts. This impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level after
mitigation. (LTS after Mitigation)
Modernization Project-related demolition, excavation, soil stockpiling and
handling, and other construction activities may generate wind-blown dust
(including PM10 and PM2.5). Construction-related dust emissions would vary from
day to day, depending on the level and type of activity, silt content of the soil,
and the weather. In the absence of mitigation, dust generated from construction
activities may result in significant adverse impacts on a temporary and
intermittent basis during the construction period.
According to BAAQMD significance thresholds, a project would not have a
significant adverse air quality impact if applicable BAAQMD-recommended
construction best management practices are required as mitigation measures
and implemented during construction activities.
The 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines note that individual best management
practices have been shown to reduce fugitive dust by anywhere from 30% to
more than 90%, and conclude that projects that implement construction best
management practices will reduce fugitive dust emissions to a less-thansignificant level.
The Modernization Project would implement Mitigation Measure 4.3-1 to ensure
that fugitive dust for Modernization Project construction would result in lessthan-significant impacts. This mitigation also contains measures that would
reduce emissions of PM2.5 and PM10 and emissions from construction equipment
engine exhaust.
Mitigation Measure 4.3-1: All remaining construction activities for the
Modernization Project shall comply with the following Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD) construction mitigation measures:
1a: All exposed surfaces shall be watered at a frequency adequate to
maintain minimum soil moisture of 12%. Moisture content can be verified by
lab samples or moisture probe.
1b: All excavation, grading, and/or demolition activities shall be suspended
when average wind speeds exceed 20 miles per hour.
1c: Wind breaks (e.g., trees, fences) shall be installed on the windward side(s)
of actively disturbed areas of construction. Wind breaks should have at
maximum 50% air porosity.
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1d: Vegetative ground cover (e.g., fast-germinating native grass seed) shall
be planted in disturbed areas as soon as possible and watered appropriately
until vegetation is established.
1e: The simultaneous occurrence of excavation, grading, and grounddisturbing construction activities on the same area at any one time shall be
limited. Activities shall be phased to reduce the amount of disturbed surfaces
at any one time.
1f: All trucks and equipment, including their tires, shall be washed off prior
to leaving the site.
1g: Site accesses to a distance of 100 feet from the paved road shall be
treated with a 6- to 12-inch compacted layer of wood chips, mulch, or gravel.
1h: Sandbags or other erosion control measures shall be installed to prevent
silt runoff to public roadways from sites with a slope greater than 1%.
1i: All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off-site
shall be covered.
1j: All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent public roads shall be
removed using wet power vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The
use of dry power sweeping shall be prohibited.
1k: All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 miles per
hour.
1l: All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved shall be completed as
soon as possible. Building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after
grading unless seeding or soil binders are used.
1m: Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when
not in use or reducing the maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by
the California airborne toxics control measure, Title 13, Section 2485 of
California Code of Regulations). Clear signage shall be provided for
construction workers at all access points.
1n: All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in
accordance with manufacturer’s specifications. All equipment shall be
checked by a certified visible emissions evaluator.
1o: A publicly visible sign shall be posted providing the telephone number
and person to contact at the lead agency regarding dust complaints. This
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person shall respond and take corrective action within 48 hours. The
BAAQMD’s phone number shall also be visible to ensure compliance with
applicable regulations.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3-1a through 4.3-1o above would
reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.
Impact 4.3-2: Future construction activities associated with the
Modernization Project would generate short-term emissions of ozone
precursors (i.e., oxides of nitrogen [NOx] and reactive organic gases [ROGs])
that would exceed Bay Area Air Quality District (BAAQMD) significance
thresholds. This impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level
after mitigation. (LTS after Mitigation)
Emission levels for construction activities could vary day-to-day depending on the
number and types of equipment, duration of use, operation schedules, and the
number of construction workers. When considered in the context of long-term
Modernization Project operations, construction-related emissions would be
temporary, but these activities still could cause potentially significant adverse
impacts on local air quality.
Table 4.3-14 summarizes average daily construction period emissions for which
there are BAAQMD significance thresholds (NOx, ROGs, PM10, and PM2.5).
Table 4.3-14 shows that construction-period ROG and NOx emissions would be
above the daily and construction-phase operational BAAQMD thresholds, and
thus warrant mitigation.
Mitigation Measure 4.3-2a: Chevron shall reduce construction-related NOx
emissions to less-than-significant levels by implementing one or more of the
following feasible mitigation measures, all of which have been found to
result in emissions reduction for construction projects:




Using lower emitting construction equipment, increasing carpooling or
otherwise reducing construction-worker automobile use in daily
commutes, extending the duration of construction by 1 year by delaying
the modifications required to increase the throughput capacity of the FCC
FHT until after construction of the hydrogen plant and amine contactor,
or reducing the hours of use of construction equipment;
Reducing operations and/or emissions from portable generators at the
Facility during the construction period, and thereby reducing NOx
emissions;
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TABLE 4.3-14

MODERNIZATION PROJECT CONSTRUCTION TOTALS AND DAILY AVERAGE
EMISSIONS (LBS/DAY)

Pollutant

ROGs

NOx

PM10
(Exhaust
Only)

PM2.5
(Exhaust
Only)

Total Emissions [lbs]

170,962

686,920

39,653

38,317

Emissions from Completed Construction
[lbs]

107,118

362,553

24,046

23,411

Emissions from Future Construction [lbs]

63,844

324,368

15,606

14,905

351

1,189

79

77

82

414

20

19

54

54

82

54

Average Daily Emissions from
Completed Construction [lbs/day]
Average Daily Emissions from Future
Construction [lbs/day]
BAAQMD Significance Threshold
[lb/day]

Source: BAAQMD, 2011. (see Appendix 4.3-CST, Table A4.3-CST-12). Nominal levels of SO2 and CO
would also be emitted during these activities. The quantities of SO2 generated during construction
activities would be minimal and not require mitigation to be less than significant, because
construction equipment would use ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel (15 ppm sulfur content by weight).
Emissions of SO2 and CO have been calculated and are presented in Appendix 4.3-CST.







Installing the low-NOx burners included in the Modernization Project in
the first 6 months of the construction period, thereby reducing net NOx
emissions from the Facility while construction of the Modernization
Project continues;
Retiring permanent NOx emission reduction credits to offset this
temporary NOx construction increase, in an amount sufficient to offset
construction period NOx emissions; or
Implementing a combination of two or more of the above measures, in an
amount sufficient to offset construction-period NOx emissions to lessthan-significant levels.

Mitigation Measure 4.3-2b: Chevron shall reduce construction-related ROG
emissions to less-than-significant levels by implementing one or more of the
following feasible mitigation measures, all of which have been found to
result in emissions reduction for construction projects:


Installing the tank dome Project Design Feature, and installing one
additional tank dome, in the first 6 months of Project construction,
thereby reducing net ROG emissions from the Facility before completing
construction of the hydrogen plant or sulfur removal components of the
Modernization Project;

4.3-61

Comment Letter B6
CHEVRON REFINERY MODERNIZATION PROJECT EIR

MARCH 2014

4. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES
4.3 AIR QUALITY







Using lower emitting construction equipment, increasing carpooling or
otherwise reducing construction-worker automobile use in daily
commutes, extending the duration of construction by 1 year by delaying
the modifications required to increase the throughput capacity of the FCC
FHT until after construction of the hydrogen plant and amine contactor,
or reducing the hours of use of construction equipment;
Retiring permanent ROG emission reduction credits to offset this
temporary ROG construction increase, in an amount sufficient to offset
construction-period ROG emissions; or
Implementing a combination of the above measures, in an amount
sufficient to offset construction-period ROG emissions to less-thansignificant levels.

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3-2a and 4.3-2b above would
reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.
Impact 4.3-3: Future construction activities associated with the
Modernization Project would generate short-term emissions of particulate
matter less than 10 microns (PM10) and particulate matter less than 2.5
microns (PM2.5) that could increase risks to public health. This impact would
be less than significant and no mitigation is necessary. (LTS)
Small airborne particles produced by construction activities can cause significant
adverse health risks. Larger particles (dust) are effectively controlled to levels
that avoid adverse public health risks based on the dust control management
mandates included in Mitigation Measure 4.3-1. Smaller particles, including PM10
and PM2.5, are more easily inhaled deeper into lungs, and pose an enhanced
health risk.
During construction activities, PM10 and PM2.5 are associated with diesel
equipment exhaust from construction equipment. BAAQMD has adopted
thresholds for PM10 and PM2.5 emissions from construction equipment, and Table
4.3-14 shows that remaining Modernization Project exhaust-related construction
emissions are below the BAAQMD significance thresholds.
PM10 and PM2.5 are also produced from other types of construction activities that
generate fugitive dust, including, for example, material movement during
construction grading, and truck loading activities. These additional constructionrelated PM10 and PM2.5 Modernization Project emissions are presented in Table
4.3-15.
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TABLE 4.3-15

MODERNIZATION PROJECT CONSTRUCTION FUGITIVE PM
EMISSIONS (LBS/YR)
PM10
(Fugitive-Dust Only)

PM2.5
(Fugitive-Dust Only)

Completed Construction

35,850

5,432

Remaining Construction

159

28

Pollutant

Source: Appendix 4.3-CST, Table A4.3-CST-12.

The completed construction activities include the vast majority of these nonexhaust PM10 and PM2.5 emissions, such as site grading and excavation, and
foundation and subsurface work. Remaining construction-related fugitive dust
sources would be nominal, and would be further reduced by implementing
Mitigation Measures 4.3-1, 4.3-2a, and 4.3-2b. While not required by CEQA,
Chevron has agreed to implement the following improvement measure to further
reduce this already less-than-significant impact.
Improvement Measure 4.3-3: The Modernization Project shall implement
reasonable and prudent practices to reduce PM10 and PM2.5 emissions from
construction equipment to further reduce this less-than-significant impact.
Such practices may include, but are not limited to, the following:
3a: Idling time of diesel-powered construction equipment shall be minimized.
3b: Off-road equipment (more than 50 horsepower) to be used in the
construction project (i.e., owned, leased, and subcontractor vehicles) shall be
newer, since newer equipment may achieve a Project-wide fleet-average 20%
NOx reduction, and 45% PM reduction compared to the most recent CARB
fleet average. Acceptable options for reducing emissions include the use of
late-model engines, low-emission diesel products, alternative fuels, engine
retrofit technology, after-treatment products, add-on devices such as
particulate filters, and/or other options as such become available.
3c: All construction equipment, diesel trucks, and generators shall be
equipped with Best Available Control Technology for emission reductions of
NOx and PM.
3d: Contractors should use equipment that meets CARB’s most recent
certification standard for off-road heavy duty diesel engines.
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Impact 4.3-4: Construction activities associated with the Modernization
Project would result in toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions that are below
the level of significance. This impact would be less than significant and no
mitigation is necessary. (LTS)
According to BAAQMD significance thresholds, Project construction would have a
significant adverse air quality impact if it would cause an excess cancer risk level
exceeding 10 in 1 million, or an acute or chronic HI greater than 1.0, as
measured by an HRA model that takes into consideration topography, wind
patterns, and other facts in identifying the maximum exposed individual. For the
Modernization Project HRA, this maximum exposed individual model was also
focused on neighboring uses that are at greater risk of adverse health impacts
from air emissions, including residences, schools, hospitals and convalescent
facilities, parks, and churches. These are considered sensitive receptors for HRA
purposes, and the maximum exposed individual data were focused on maximum
exposed individual sensitive receptors (MEISR).
Additionally, BAAQMD has a concentration-based threshold for annual PM2.5
concentrations that exceed 0.3 µg/m3.
Table 4.3-16 summarizes the cancer risk, non-cancer hazards, and PM2.5
concentrations associated with unmitigated construction for the MEISRs for both
completed and future construction.
The total Project construction values included in Table 4.3-16 are likely
conservative because they do not include a quantitative estimate of emission
reductions achieved by construction-related mitigation measures imposed in the
2008 EIR. Remaining Modernization Project construction activities would be less
than significant, likewise without including a quantitative assessment of the
emission and risk reduction benefits of Mitigation Measures 4.3-1, 4.3-2a, and
4.3-2b, and Improvement Measure 4.3-3, in this EIR. No further mitigation is
warranted for this construction-related impact.
Mitigation Measure 4.3-4: None required.
4.3.6.2 Modernization Project Operational Impacts
This section summarizes the calculation methodologies used to quantify and
evaluate air quality impacts associated with the operation of the Modernization
Project, following construction of the Project components and Project Design
Features. This section presents the general calculation methods and summarizes
key assumptions and data sources. The section then identifies operational
impacts of the Modernization Project.
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TABLE 4.3-16

PUBLIC HEALTH IMPACTS FROM CONSTRUCTION

MEISR Category

BAAQMD
Significance
Threshold

Total Project
Construction

Remaining
Project
Construction

MEISR for Cancer Risk [# in a million]

10.0

10.6

5.2

MEISR for Chronic HI [unit-less]

1.0

0.02

0.01

MEISR for Acute HI [unit-less]

1.0

0.09

0.05

0.3

0.09

0.05

3

MEISR for PM2.5 [µg/m ]

Source: BAAQMD, 2011 (see Appendix 4.3-CHRA, Table A4.3--CHRA-9a).

The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines contain instructions on how to evaluate, measure,
and mitigate air quality impacts generated from projects. The guidelines include
an evaluation of CAPs, TACs, and odor emissions generated from plans or
projects. The guidelines provide BAAQMD-recommended procedures for
evaluating potential air quality impacts during the environmental review process
consistent with CEQA requirements. The methods used in this impacts analysis
follow BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines and the direction provided by the BAAQMD
during the EIR preparation process.
4.3.6.2.1 Overview of Operational Air Quality Impact Assessment
Potential air quality impacts associated with Modernization Project operations
were evaluated by comparing CAP and TAC emissions for a range of future
scenarios with Baseline emission levels. Modernization Project CAP and TAC
emissions were calculated by using an analysis tool called a unit rate model
(URM) 4 developed by independent petroleum refinery experts retained by the
City. The URM estimates how Facility operations change when the Facility refines
heavier or lighter crude oil blends, crude and purchased gas oil with higher and
lower sulfur content, and operates at higher or lower utilization levels than
4
The URM also responds to the Appellate Court Decision, which directed the City to
evaluate whether the project would enable the Facility to refine different types and
volumes of crude oil, and to evaluate potential emission consequences that might be
associated with any such changed feedstocks. As discussed below, and in more detail in
Appendix 4.3-URM, the URM was used to evaluate Facility operations, and operational
limitations related to physical and permit constraints, for a range of very heavy, very light,
high sulfur and utilization rates ranging from 93% (higher than the 2008-2010 utilization
rate of approximately 89%) up to 100% (the theoretical maximum level that, in practice,
cannot feasibly be sustained). To create bookends that illustrate the consequences of
refining these very heavy, very light, and very sour crude blends, the URM considers both
crude oils that can feasibly be shipped to and refined by Facility, and crude oils that are
essentially hypothetical due to transportation and/or Facility design constraints.
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during 2008-2010. In consultations with the BAAQMD, the URM results were then
used to scale Baseline Refinery Operations, shipping, and truck and rail emission
levels to generate CAP and TAC emissions for each future scenario evaluated in
this EIR. If the throughput for a certain Facility processing unit increased from
Baseline utilization levels by 20% in a scenario, for example, Baseline CAP and
TAC emissions for that unit were generally increased by 20% using this scaling
methodology. As discussed below, emissions from all Facility sources (except
sources unaffected by changes in Facility utilization) were calculated by scaling
URM results against the Baseline in each scenario.
Several Facility operational scenarios are analyzed in this EIR to evaluate
potential Modernization Project air quality impacts. A Project Crude Blend
consisting of a higher sulfur content (2.5% versus Baseline period sulfur of 1.58%
by weight) and slightly lower American Petroleum Institute gravity (API gravity)
(31.6 versus 33.7), along with a higher gas oil sulfur content (2.25% versus 1.5%)
was developed based on a combination of crude and gas oil blends that would
optimize Facility utilization under the 93% Utilization Scenarios. This Project
Crude Blend did not consume all available capacity of the hydrogen plant, but
since a planned but separate cumulative project is to export available hydrogen
from the hydrogen plant to other Bay Area refineries and customers, the
hydrogen plant was conservatively assumed to operate at 100% capacity to
estimate maximum hydrogen plant emissions.
The URM also evaluates a 100% Facility Utilization Scenario assuming the
hydrogen plant operates at 100% of capacity (Project Crude Blend, Maximum
Hydrogen Plant, 100% Utilization Scenario). Finally, changes from Baseline
emissions are estimated for 17 other crude oil blend, crude oil sulfur content,
and Facility utilization scenarios. These additional scenarios consider varying
sulfur content in crude and gas oils, varying API gravity in crude and gas oils,
and operating at 93% and maximum operations up to the 100% scenario.
For CAPs, the impact analysis first evaluates changes from Baseline levels under
the CEQA significance criteria and the NNI Modernization Project objective for
CAPs (no net increase in CAP emissions above Baseline levels) for the 93% Project
Crude Blend Utilization and Maximum Hydrogen Plant Production Scenario.
Mitigation measures are identified to reduce potential CAPs impacts to less-thansignificant levels and to achieve the CAPs NNI objective. Changes from Baseline
CAP emissions are also evaluated for the 100% Project Crude Blend Utilization
with Maximum Hydrogen Plant Production Scenario. Additional mitigation
measures are identified that would be implemented to reduce impacts to lessthan-significant levels and to achieve the CAPs NNI objective in the event that the
Facility CAP emissions exceed the levels associated with the 93% Project Crude
Blend Utilization and Maximum Hydrogen Plant Production Scenario.
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TAC impacts are first evaluated by analyzing changes from Baseline TAC
emissions for the 93% Project Crude Blend Utilization with Maximum Hydrogen
Plant Production Scenario using a standardized HRA model that considers the
location, amount, duration, and dispersal of each constituent emission, and the
location and sensitivity of individuals (receptors) that could be affected by a TAC
emission. The HRA was used to estimate the cancer risks, chronic HI, and acute
HI associated with the TAC emissions. The cancer risks, chronic HI, and acute HI
were compared against the applicable CEQA significance criteria and the
Modernization Project NNI objective for TACs (no net increase from Baseline level
health risks). Mitigation measures are identified to reduce potential TAC impacts
for the 93% Project Crude Blend Utilization with Maximum Hydrogen Plant
Production Scenario to less-than-significant levels and to achieve the TACs NNI
objective. Changes from Baseline TAC emissions and associated cancer risks,
chronic HI, and acute HI are also evaluated for the 100% Project Crude Blend
Utilization with Maximum Hydrogen Plant Production Scenario. Additional
mitigation measures are identified that would be implemented to reduce impacts
to less-than-significant levels and to achieve the TACs NNI objective in the event
that the Facility TAC emissions exceed the levels associated with the 93% Project
Crude Blend Utilization and Maximum Hydrogen Plant Production Scenario.
Finally, changes from Baseline TAC emissions are estimated for two other
scenarios that represent conservative estimates of the highest level of future
Facility shipping activity under reasonably foreseeable conditions. TAC impacts
for these scenarios were evaluated to provide a conservative analysis of potential
cancer risks, chronic HI, and acute HI that might occur to receptors located near
the Long Wharf and other areas where marine shipping activities occur.
Additional mitigation measures are identified that would be implemented to
reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels and to achieve the TACs NNI
objective in the event that TAC emissions associated with the highest levels of
future Facility shipping activity in the two additional scenarios should occur.
4.3.6.2.2 Modernization Project Scenarios Evaluated for Air Quality Impacts
This EIR estimates changes from Baseline CAP emissions and evaluates CAP
impacts for 19 Modernization Project future scenarios. Changes from Baseline
TAC emissions, Baseline cancer risks, chronic HI, and acute HI were evaluated for
four Modernization Project future scenarios. Table 4.3-17 lists the Modernization
Project scenarios analyzed for CAPs and TACs impacts in this EIR.
As shown in Table 4.3-17, various blends of crude and gas oils (scenarios) were
evaluated, most under both an assumed 93% Facility utilization level and a 100%
Facility utilization level.
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TABLE 4.3-17

1
2

MODERNIZATION PROJECT SCENARIOS ANALYZED IN AIR QUALITY
EVALUATION

Project Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen
Production, 93% Utilization Scenario
Project Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen
Production, 100% Utilization Scenario

CAPs
Estimated
and Compared
with Baseline

TACs and
Heath Risks
Estimated and
Compared
with Baselinea

X

X

X

X

3

Project Crude Blend, 100% Utilization Scenario

X

4

Project Crude Blend, 93% Utilization Scenario

X

5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14

Most Sour Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen
Production, 100% Utilization Scenario
Most Sour Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen
Production, 93% Utilization Scenario
Most Sour Crude Blend, 100% Utilization
Scenario
Most Sour Crude Blend, 93% Utilization
Scenario
Heaviest Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen
Production, 100% Utilization Scenario
Heaviest Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen
Production, 93% Utilization Scenario
Heaviest Crude Blend, 100% Utilization
Scenario
Heaviest Crude Blend, 93% Utilization Scenario
Lightest Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen
Production, 100% Utilization Scenario
Lightest Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen
Production, 93% Utilization Scenario

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X

X

X

15

Lightest Crude Blend, 100% Utilization Scenario

X

16

Lightest Crude Blend, 93% Utilization Scenario

X

17

Maximum Sulfur Utilization Scenario

X

18

Very Heavy Crude Oil Utilization Scenario

X

19

Very Light Crude Oil Utilization Scenario

X

a
Only cases #1, 2, 13, and 14 were analyzed for health risks because the Project Crude Blend and
Lightest Crude Blend cases represent the highest health risks, and other cases would have lower
health risk. See Impact 4.3-6 for further details.
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As used in this EIR and in the URM included as Appendix 4.3-URM, the Facility
utilization rate refers to the percentage of (1) the maximum crude unit permitted
capacity (257,200 barrels per day), and (2) the maximum daily throughput limits
of the five processing units through which all purchased gas oil must initially be
fed (the gas oil gateway units). 5 Figure 4.3-9 shows the Refinery process flow
diagram and shows the crude unit and each of the gas oil gateway units, which
include the FCC FHT, hydrocracker, fluid catalytic cracker, and Richmond lube oil
plant units.
A 93% Utilization Scenario assumes both that 239,200 barrels per day of crude
oil (93% of the permitted crude unit limit of 257,200 barrels per day) is used by
the Facility and that the gas oil gateway units operate at 93% of permitted
capacity. A 100% Utilization Scenario assumes both that 257,200 barrels per day
of crude oil is used by the Facility, and that the gas oil gateway units operate at
100% of permitted capacity. Table 4.3-18 summarizes the crude unit and gas oil
gateway unit throughputs for the Modernization Project in the 93% and 100%
Utilization Scenarios. The URM considered these different utilization scenarios
for 19 different blends of crude and gas oils.
The 93% and 100% scenarios are Modernization Project-related cases because
they include a range of Modernization Project future operations that are
representative of potential gravity, sulfur content, and fractional characteristics
of crude oil blends and gas oils that could be run by the Facility at the specified
utilization rates without exceeding one or more processing unit throughput
limits.
Annual average utilization rates of 93% and 100% were analyzed to provide a
conservative assessment of potential Modernization Project air quality impacts.
First, refineries cannot practicably operate crude and gas oil processing units at
100% of capacity for more than short intervals of time, so the 100% utilization
level is extremely conservative but incorporates the maximum permit limits for
various refinery units.
Second, even the 93% Utilization Scenario is conservative and likely
overestimates Modernization Project emissions. For example, the Facility’s
average utilization rate was approximately 89% of crude unit capacity during
2008-2010, and 76% of crude unit capacity in 2011. Average annual refinery
5
The gas oil gateway units are discussed in Appendix 4.3-URM, Section II.B and
include the FCC, FCC FHT, hydrocracker, and LNC and HNC. The URM assumes that all
purchased gas oil is routed through one of these five units. The Facility’s total purchased
gas oil processing capacity is less than the sum of the units’ throughput limits because
certain of the gas oil gateway units are fed by other gas oil gateway units and by gas oil
distilled from the crude unit and deasphalted gas oil from the SDA.
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TABLE 4.3-18

CRUDE UNIT AND GAS OIL GATEWAY UNIT THROUGHPUTS, 93%
AND 100% UTILIZATION SCENARIOS (BARRELS PER DAY)
93% Utilization
Scenario
(Rounded to
Nearest 100)

100% Utilization
Scenario
(Modernization
Project Limit)

239,200

257,200

FCC FHTa

74,400

80,000

Fluid Catalytic Cracker

74,400

80,000

Hydrocracker

47,700

51,300

Light Neutral Hydrocracker

15,300

16,500

Heavy Neutral Hydrocracker

24,200

26,000

Crude Unit
Gas Oil Gateway Units

Note: FCC FHT = fluid catalytic cracker feed hydrotreater
a
The Modernization Project would increase the maximum daily throughput of the FCC FHT by
15,000 barrels per day compared with existing permit limits. Taking account of feeds between
Facility processing units, this increase would result in a net processing capacity increase for
the Facility of approximately 1,200 barrels per day.

utilization data published by the U.S. Energy Information Administration for
1985-2012 shows that western United States refineries operated at an averaged
utilization rate of approximately 86.7% per year over this period and the highest
annual average utilization rate was approximately 92.7% in 1998. In short, the
93% utilization rate used in many scenarios is slightly higher than the highest
annual average utilization rate for all refineries in the western United States over
1985-2012, and substantially higher than the Facility crude unit utilization rates
in 2008-2010 and 2011 (EIA, 2014).
As will be shown in greater detail below, Facility emissions increase with higher
utilization. The vast majority of this EIR's modelled increases in emissions
following Modernization Project construction and operation are attributable to
increasing Facility utilization to 93% relative to the 2008-2010 crude unit
utilization levels of 89%, and the 2011 crude unit utilization level of 76%.
Table 4.3-17 also notes that the Modernization Project-related cases assume that
the new hydrogen plant that is part of the Modernization Project would operate
at maximum, or 100% of capacity. As discussed below and in Appendix 4.3-URM,
the URM indicates that the Facility will not use all of the new hydrogen plant’s
production capacity, even in scenarios that assume 100% utilization. Since
hydrogen plant emissions increase with higher utilization, scenarios that assume
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100% (or maximum) hydrogen plant production provide an additionally
conservative assessment of Modernization Project emissions. (This 100%
hydrogen plant utilization assumption was made to ensure full public disclosure
and mitigation of impacts based on the potential full utilization of the hydrogen
plant in this EIR, notwithstanding the fact that the appellate court approved the
2008 EIR approach of considering full hydrogen plant utilization in the
cumulative evaluation based on the potential that the hydrogen plant's owner
[Praxair] would complete a separate project to obtain the authorizations required
to export hydrogen plant capacity to other customers, including other refineries,
in the Bay Area.)
Although the Modernization Project-related cases are considered more
representative, and conservative future emission estimates are analyzed in this
EIR, the writ also directed the City to consider the potential that the Facility
would process heavier crudes, and the emissions that would result in that event.
As explained in greater detail above and in Appendix 4.3-URM, the Maximum
Sulfur, Very Heavy Crude Oil and Very Light Crude Oil Utilization Scenarios in
Table 4.3-17 address the writ by considering Modernization Project operations
using much heavier and much lighter crude oil than was used during 2008-2010.
These scenarios also analyze operations assuming that the crude and gas oil
feedstocks contain the maximum amount of sulfur (900 long tons per day) that
the Facility would be able to process as a result of the Modernization Project.
As discussed below and in more detail in Appendix 4.3-URM, the Facility cannot
use very heavy or very light crude oil up to the existing crude unit permit
capacity due to the throughput constraints of the solvent deasphalting unit (SDA)
(for very heavy crude oil) and the naphtha hydrotreater (for very light crude oil).
The SDA and naphtha hydrotreater throughput constraints will not be increased
by the Modernization Project. As a result, the Very Heavy Crude Oil and Very
Light Crude Oil Utilization Scenarios indicate that Facility’s total daily crude oil
and purchased gas oil use, and the CAP and TAC emissions that are related to
Facility activity, will be lower than Baseline levels because of processing unit
capacity constraints.
The Modernization Project scenarios used to evaluate air quality impacts are
described in more detail as follows:
1. Project Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen Production, 93% Utilization Scenario. This
scenario assumes the Facility uses a crude oil blend with a higher sulfur
content (2.5% versus 1.58% by weight 6) and slightly lower API gravity (31.6º
6

All crude and gas oil sulfur content percentages in this EIR refer to sulfur content
by weight.
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API versus 33.7º API), a higher sulfur content gas oil (2.25% versus 1.50%),
and a higher Facility utilization rate (93% versus 89%) than during 2008-2010.
The scenario also assumes that the hydrogen plant would operate at
maximum capacity. The Project Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen Production, 93%
Utilization Scenario includes a crude oil blend and sulfur content that is
reasonably representative of potential crude oil blends and gas oils that
could be run by the Facility consistent with Modernization Project objectives.
The 93% Facility and 100% hydrogen plant utilization represent conservative
operational assumptions. As a result, the Project Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen
Production, 93% Utilization Scenario is used to initially analyze CAP and TAC
changes from Baseline levels, and to identify mitigation that would be
implemented to reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels and achieve
CAP and TAC NNI objectives.
2. Project Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen Production, 100% Utilization Scenario.
This scenario is the same as the Project Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen
Production, 93% Utilization Scenario except that the Facility is assumed to
operate at a 100% utilization rate to provide a more conservative assessment.
The Project Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen Production, 100% Utilization Scenario
is used to identify additional mitigation that may be implemented to reduce
impacts to less-than-significant levels and achieve CAP and TAC NNI
objectives if future emissions exceed the Project Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen
Production, 93% Utilization Scenario levels.
3. Project Crude Blend, 93% and 100% Utilization Scenarios. These two scenarios
are the same as the Project Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen Production, 93% and
100% Utilization Scenarios except that the hydrogen plant production level,
and related emissions, reflect the lower values estimated by the URM. CAPs
estimates are provided for these scenarios.
4. More Sour Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen Production, 93% and 100% Utilization
Scenarios. These two scenarios assume that the crude oil blend has a higher
sulfur content and a slightly lower API gravity than the Project Crude Blend
scenarios and that the Facility operates at 93% and 100% utilization. The
scenarios also assume that the hydrogen plant would operate at maximum
capacity. CAPs estimates are provided for these scenarios.
5. More Sour Crude Blend, 93% and 100% Utilization Scenarios. These two
scenarios are the same as the More Sour Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen
Production, 93% and 100% Utilization Scenarios except that the hydrogen
plant production level, and related emissions, reflect the lower values
estimated by the URM. CAPs estimates are provided for these scenarios.
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6. Heaviest Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen Production, 93% and 100% Utilization
Scenarios. These two scenarios assume that the crude oil blend is heavier
than the Project Crude Blend scenarios and that the Facility operates at 93%
and 100% utilization. The scenarios also assume that the hydrogen plant
would operate at maximum capacity. CAPs estimates are provided for these
scenarios.
7. Heaviest Crude Blend, 93% and 100% Utilization Scenarios. These two
scenarios are the same as the Heaviest Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen
Production, 93% and 100% Utilization Scenarios except that the hydrogen
plant production level, and related emissions, reflect the lower values
estimated by the URM. CAPs estimates are provided for these scenarios.
8. Lightest Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen Production, 93% and 100% Utilization
Scenarios. These two scenarios assume that the crude oil blend is lighter
than the Project Crude Blend scenarios and that the Facility operates at 93%
and 100% utilization. The scenarios also assume that the hydrogen plant
would operate at maximum capacity. As discussed in more detail in Appendix
4.3-URM, lighter crude oil generally contains less gas oil by volume. To
ensure that the gas oil gateway units operate at 93% or 100% of capacity, the
URM calculates that more gas oil would be purchased by the Facility and that
the total volume of crude oil and purchased gas oil would be higher than in
other 93% and 100% Utilization Scenarios. Crude and purchased gas oil is
conveyed by ship to the Facility, and higher levels of crude and purchased
gas oil result in higher shipping-related emissions. As a result, the Lightest
Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen Production, 93% and 100% Utilization Scenarios
were used to assess the maximum potential TAC and health risk shipping
impacts that could be associated with the Modernization Project. CAPs
estimates are also provided for these scenarios.
9. Lightest Crude Blend, 93% and 100% Utilization Scenarios. These two
scenarios are the same as the Lightest Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen
Production, 93% and 100% Utilization Scenarios except that the hydrogen
plant production level, and related emissions, reflect the lower values
estimated by the URM. CAPs estimates are provided for these scenarios.
10. Maximum Sulfur Utilization Scenario. This scenario addresses the Appellate
Court Decision by considering how Facility operations and emissions would
change from Baseline levels in the event that the Facility processed crude and
gas oils that contain the maximum amount of sulfur that could be recovered,
assuming the sulfur recovery unit capacity is increased to 900 long tons per
day as proposed by the Modernization Project. The scenario results are close
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to the URM and emissions estimates for the More Sour Crude Blend, 100%
Utilization Scenario. CAPs estimates are provided for this scenario.
11. Very Heavy Crude Oil Utilization Scenario. This scenario addresses the
Appellate Court Decision by considering how Facility operations and
emissions would change from Baseline levels in the event that the Facility
processed very heavy crude oil and assuming the Facility is improved as
proposed by the Modernization Project. The scenario assumes the use of
Eocene crude oil with an API gravity of 18.3º, substantially heavier than the
2008-2010 average API gravity of 33.7º. As discussed in more detail in
Appendix 4.3-URM, heavier crude oils generally contain more of the heaviest
residuum fraction by volume. All of the residuum that enters the Facility is
processed by the SDA, and the new SDA processing permit limit of 50,000
barrels per day would not be modified by the Modernization Project. As a
result, the Facility cannot use very heavy crude oil up to the existing crude
unit permit capacity due to SDA throughput constraints. Due to the
substantial amount of residuum in the Eocene crude assumed in the Very
Heavy Crude Oil Utilization Scenario, for example, the SDA throughput limit
would be exceeded with crude oil use of 135,000 barrels per day. CAPs
estimates are provided for this scenario.
12. Very Light Crude Oil Utilization Scenario. This scenario addresses the
Appellate Court Decision by considering how Facility operations and
emissions would change from Baseline levels in the event that the Facility
processed very light crude oil and assuming the Facility is improved as
proposed by the Modernization Project. The scenario assumes the use of
Bakken crude oil with an API gravity of 41º, substantially lighter than the
2008-2010 average API gravity of 33.7º. As discussed in more detail in
Appendix 4.3-URM, lighter crude oils generally contain more of the naphtha
fraction by volume. All of the naphtha that enters the Facility, and additional
naphtha feeds from other Facility processing units, is processed by the
naphtha hydrotreater. The naphtha hydrotreater processing limit of 57,600
barrels per day would not be modified by the Modernization Project (Chevron
Data Transmittal #82, 2014). As a result, the Facility cannot use very light
crude oil up to the existing crude unit permit capacity due to naphtha
hydrotreater throughput constraints. Due to the substantial amount of
naphtha in the Bakken crude assumed in the Very Light Crude Oil Utilization
Scenario, for example, the naphtha hydrotreater throughput limit would be
maximized with crude oil use of 199,300 barrels per day. CAPs estimates are
provided for this scenario.
Table 4.3-19 summarizes crude and gas oil and Facility and hydrogen plant
utilization factors for each of the Modernization Project scenarios.
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TABLE 4.3-19

1
2

MODERNIZATION PROJECT SCENARIOS CRUDE AND GAS OIL AND FACILITY AND HYDROGEN PLANT UTILIZATION FACTORS
Gas Oil
Crude Unit Gateway Unit
Utilization
Utilization
Rate
Rate
(% Permitted (% Permitted
Capacity)
Capacity)

Crude Oil
Gravity,
Degrees API
(Lower is
Heavier)

Crude Oil
Sulfur
Content
(% by
Weight)

Purchased
Gas Oil
Sulfur
Content
(% by
Weight)

31.6

2.50%

2.25%

93%

93%

31.6

2.50%

2.25%

100%

100%

Project Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen Production, 93% Utilization
Scenario
Project Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen Production, 100% Utilization
Scenario

3

Project Crude Blend, 100% Utilization Scenario

31.6

2.50%

2.25%

100%

100%

4

Project Crude Blend, 93% Utilization Scenario

31.6

2.50%

2.25%

93%

93%

31.0

2.75%

2.25%

100%

100%

30.0

2.98%

2.25%

93%

93%

5
6

Most Sour Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen Production, 100% Utilization
Scenario
Most Sour Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen Production, 93% Utilization
Scenario

7

Most Sour Crude Blend, 100% Utilization Scenario

31.0

2.75%

2.25%

100%

100%

8

Most Sour Crude Blend, 93% Utilization Scenario

30.0

2.98%

2.25%

93%

93%

30.3

2.42%

2.25%

100%

100%

29.2

2.61%

2.25%

93%

93%

9
10

Heaviest Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen Production, 100% Utilization
Scenario
Heaviest Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen Production, 93% Utilization
Scenario

11

Heaviest Crude Blend, 100% Utilization Scenario

30.3

2.42%

2.25%

100%

100%

12

Heaviest Crude Blend, 93% Utilization Scenario

29.2

2.61%

2.25%

93%

93%

35.0

1.50%

2.25%

100%

100%

35.3

1.68%

2.25%

93%

93%

35.0

1.50%

2.25%

100%

100%

13
14
15

Lightest Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen Production, 100% Utilization
Scenario
Lightest Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen Production, 93% Utilization
Scenario
Lightest Crude Blend, 100% Utilization Scenario
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TABLE 4.3-19

MODERNIZATION PROJECT SCENARIOS CRUDE AND GAS OIL AND FACILITY AND HYDROGEN PLANT UTILIZATION FACTORS

Crude Oil
Gravity,
Degrees API
(Lower is
Heavier)

Crude Oil
Sulfur
Content
(% by
Weight)

Purchased
Gas Oil
Sulfur
Content
(% by
Weight)

Gas Oil
Crude Unit Gateway Unit
Utilization
Utilization
Rate
Rate
(% Permitted (% Permitted
Capacity)
Capacity)

16

Lightest Crude Blend, 93% Utilization Scenario

35.3

1.68%

2.25%

93%

93%

17

Maximum Sulfur Utilization Scenario

31.0

2.75%

2.66%

100%

100%

18

Very Heavy Crude Oil Utilization Scenario

18.3

4.57%

2.25%

52%a

100%

19

Very Light Crude Oil Utilization Scenario

41.0

0.20%

2.25%

77%b

100%

100% crude unit capacity cannot be achieved because residuum content in the crude oil exceeds the SDA throughput limit (50,000 barrels per day).
100% crude unit capacity cannot be achieved because naphtha content in the crude oil plus other Facility naphtha feeds exceed the naphtha hydrotreater
throughput limit (56,700 barrels per day).
a

b
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Based on crude oil blend, crude and gas oil sulfur content, and Facility utilization
inputs, the URM generates estimates of processing units throughput (in barrels
per day), gas oil purchases (in barrels per day) hydrogen demand (in million
standard cubic feet per day), and total sulfur removed from crude and gas oil (in
long tons per day). The model also takes account of applicable Facility
throughput physical or permit limits, including the increased hydrogen plant
production, sulfur recovery, and FCC FHT processing capacity that would result
from the Modernization Project. The URM is discussed in detail in Appendix
4.3-URM.
Except for certain Refinery Operations (described below), CAP and TAC changes
from Baseline levels are estimated by scaling Baseline Facility operational results
against the URM throughput or total crude oil and purchased gas oil calculations.
Under Baseline conditions, for example, a processing unit might generate 10
tons of NOx per year with an average throughput of 1,000 barrels per day. If the
same unit processes 1,200 barrels per day in a URM scenario, the impact
assessment methodology increases NOx emissions from the unit by 20%
(1,200/1,000 barrels per day) from Baseline levels, or to 12 tons per year.
CAP and TAC changes from Baseline levels for other Facility activities, including
shipping and trucks and rail emissions, are scaled against the Facility’s Baseline
total daily crude oil and gas oil purchases (approximately 273,300 barrels per
day). The impact assessment methodology proportionately increases or
decreases Baseline shipping, truck, rail, and certain other facility emissions by
the amount that total daily crude oil and gas oil purchases in each URM scenario
is greater or less than the Baseline level of 273,300 barrels per day, taking into
account changes in trucking and rail that relate directly to the Modernization
Project.
4.3.6.2.3 Methodology for Evaluating Modernization Project Scenario Impacts
The methodology used to estimate air quality impacts for each scenario includes
the following steps:


Step 1: Modernization Project Utilization Levels for Designated URM
Scenarios. Estimate Facility processing unit throughputs, total crude and
purchased gas oil volumes, total sulfur recovery, and Facility demand from
the hydrogen plant based on applicable crude oil, gas oil and utilization
inputs to the URM (see Appendix 4.3-URM, Attachment 1 for a summary of
the URM inputs required to analyze each scenario). This step is described
below.
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Step 2: Scaling Factors Air Emissions. Calculate the applicable scaling factor
for estimating CAP and TAC air emissions for each emission source. This step
is described below.
Step 3: Modernization Project CAP Emissions for Designated URM Scenarios.
Calculate the CAPs emissions for each of the 19 URM scenarios discussed
above by multiplying Baseline CAP emission levels by the applicable air
emission scaling factors. This step is described under Impact 4.3.5, which
addresses operational CAP emission impacts.
Step 4: Modernization Project TAC Emission for Designated URM Scenarios.
Calculate TACs emissions by multiplying Baseline TAC emissions by the
applicable scaling factors, and analyzing cancer risks, chronic HI, and acute
HI using an appropriate health risk assessment model for 4 of the 19 URM
scenarios representing maximum refinery utilization and maximum shipping
volumes. This step is described under Impact 4.3.6, which addresses
operational TAC impacts.
Step 5: Pre-Mitigation Significance Assessment. Assess the significance of
CAP and TAC impacts for each scenario with reference to applicable CEQA
criteria and Modernization Project NNI objectives for CAPs and risks from
TACs. This step is described under Impact 4.3.5 for CAPs and Impact 4.3.6
for TACs.
Step 6: Mitigation Measures and Post-Mitigation Significance Assessment.
Identify mitigation measures as required to reduce impacts to less-thansignificant levels and achieve Modernization Project NNI objectives for CAPs
and risks from TACs. This step is described under Impact 4.3.5 for CAPs and
4.3.6 for TACs.

Steps 1 and 2 provide the foundation for estimating Modernization Project CAP
and TAC emissions. Steps 3 and 4 result in quantified Modernization Project CAP
and TAC emission levels for the relevant scenarios, summarized in Table 4.3-22
(CAPs) and Table 4.3-24 (TACs). Steps 5 and 6 evaluate the significance of
Modernization Project impacts, and identify mitigation measures to reduce
impacts to less-than-significant levels for CEQA purposes and to NNI for Project
Objective purposes.
Steps 1 and 2 are common to both CAPs and TACs, and are discussed below.
Steps 3, 5, and 6 for CAPs are described under Impact 4.3-5, and Steps 4
through 6 for TACs are described under Impact 4.3-6.

4.3-79

Comment Letter B6
CHEVRON REFINERY MODERNIZATION PROJECT EIR

MARCH 2014

4. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES
4.3 AIR QUALITY

4.3.6.2.3.1 Step 1 – Estimating Modernization Project Facility Operations
As discussed in Appendix 4.3-URM, Facility operations are estimated for each
Modernization Project scenario by inputting applicable crude oil, gas oil, and
utilization information into the URM. Table 4.3-20 illustrates the URM inputs in
the context of the Project Crude Blend, 93% Utilization Scenario.
The URM was developed by oil industry experts retained by the City using
published technical resources and Facility operational data for 2008-2010. The
model calculates the volume of each fraction that would be produced from the
crude oil used in each scenario, and assumes that the applicable fractions will be
fed to other refinery processing units in accordance with allocation and
operational parameters developed by the City’s oil industry experts. These
parameters are summarized in Appendix 4.3-URM, Attachment 2. All of the
naphtha fraction, for example, is fed to the naphtha hydrotreater; all of the
residuum fraction is fed to the SDA. Once the amount of each crude oil fraction
has been calculated, the URM estimates how much additional gas oil must be
purchased to operate the gas oil gateway units at the specified utilization level
(e.g., 93% or 100%). The total volume of crude oil and purchased gas oil and the
total throughput of each Facility processing unit (in barrels per day) is calculated
by the model. As discussed above, in certain instances, such as the use of very
heavy or very light crude oil, crude oil will be limited below the maximum
capacity of the crude unit by one or more processing unit throughput
constraints.
As discussed in Section 3.3 of Chapter 3, Project Description, and Appendix 3,
Overview of Oil Refining Process, sulfur in crude and gas oil must be removed to
meet specifications for gasoline and other products produced by the Facility.
Hydrogen is used by several Facility processing units for refining (e.g., cracking)
and sulfur removal purposes. A portion of the hydrogen used by processing
units is recovered from the Refinery-generated process gas stream and from the
catalytic reformers, which are net hydrogen producers. The URM calculates the
amount of sulfur that is recovered by the sulfur recovery unit (in long tons per
day) based on the crude and gas oil sulfur content levels input to the model. The
URM also calculates the amount of hydrogen that the Facility would need to
obtain from the hydrogen plant after hydrogen supplies from Facility operations
are subtracted from total Facility hydrogen demand (in million standard cubic
feet per day). Table 4.3-21 illustrates the URM results for the Project Crude
Blend, 93% Utilization Scenario and also summarizes the average daily Facility
operational levels during 2008-2010.
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TABLE 4.3-20

PROJECT CRUDE BLEND, MAX HYDROGEN PRODUCTION, 93%
UTILIZATION SCENARIO URM INPUTS

Crude and Gas Oil Gateway Unit Capacity
Utilization (%)

93%

Crude Oil Fractions (Percent in each Boiling Point Range from Assay Data, o F)
Butane & Lighter Fractions

1.93

Naphtha (55-290)

17.36

Kerosene (290-510)

21.11

Diesel (510-625)

10.62

Gas Oil (625-770)

12.58

Heavy Oil (770-1020)

18.11

Residuum (1020+)

18.3

Feedstock Input Characteristics (Percentage by Weight, Unless Otherwise Specified)
Crude Oil API Gravity (degrees)

31.6

Crude Oil Specific Gravity

0.868

Crude Oil Sulfur Content

2.5

Sour Gas Oil Sulfur Content

2.25

Sweet Gas Oil Sulfur Content

0.25

Crude Oil Sulfur in Residuum Fraction
Processed in SDA

55

Source: Appendix 4.3-URM.

4.3.6.2.3.2 Step 2 – Calculating Applicable Scaling Factors
As discussed above, the total emissions and change from Baseline levels for each
Modernization Project scenario are, in general, calculated by scaling the level of
activity associated with Baseline emissions to the level of activity calculated by
the URM. An increased level of activity, such as higher unit throughput rates or
crude and purchased gas oil volumes, will produce higher levels of emissions.
Lower activity levels generally produce lower emissions levels. Scaling factors for
each Refinery Operations, shipping, trucking, and rail emissions source were
developed by the City’s air quality expert consultants (ENVIRON) in consultation
with the BAAQMD and are discussed in detail in Appendix 4.3-OP for Refinery
Operations, Appendix 4.3-SHP for shipping, and Appendix 4.3-TRANS for rail and
trucking.
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TABLE 4.3-21

URM RESULTS FOR THE PROJECT CRUDE BLEND, 93% UTILIZATION
SCENARIO AND AVERAGE DAILY REFINERY OPERATIONS IN 2008-2010
93% Project
Crude Blend
Scenario

2008-2010

Crude and Purchased Gas Oil Use (Barrels per Day, Rounded to Nearest 100)
Crude Oil

239,200

227,900

3,700

34,500

Sour Gas Oil

50,000

10,900

TOTAL

292,900

273,300

Sweet Gas Oil

Refinery Unit Rates (Barrels per Day Except Where Noted, Rounded to Nearest 100)
Crude Unit – Atmospheric Column

239,200

227,900

Crude Unit – Vacuum Column

106,700

89,900

NHT

48,500

49,800

Catalytic Reformers

45,500

45,500

Pen/Hex Isomerization Unit

25,200

24,600

Jet Fuel Hydrotreater

60,800

61,100

Diesel Hydrotreater

29,900

28,800

Fluid Catalytic Cracker

74,400

70,500

FCC FHT

74,400

36,300

Gas Hydrotreater

18,200

17,200

Alkylation Unit

25,800

27,700

7,100

6,700

47,700

45,000

LNC – Light Neutral Hydrocracker

15,300

12,600

LNF – Light Neutral Hydrofinisher

20,500

15,400

HNC – Heavy Neutral Hydrocracker

24,200

20,600

HNF – Heavy Neutral Hydrofinisher

11,200

6,000

43,800

33,900

Sulfur Recovery Unit (Long Tons/Day)

749

398

Hydrogen Plant Production (Million Standard
Cubic Feet per Day)

197

164

Polymerization Unit
Hydrocracker
Richmond Lube Oil Plant

SDA

Source: Appendix 4.3-URM.
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Refinery Operations scaling factors include the following:






For emissions from Facility process unit furnaces, the catalytic reformers and
the fluid catalytic cracker, scaling factors are based on the URM throughput
results compared with throughput levels during 2008-2010.
For emissions from cooling water towers product loading racks and storage
tanks (working losses only), scaling factors are based on the total level of
crude and purchased gas oil calculated by the URM compared with the level
of crude and purchased gas oil during 2008-2010.
No scaling was applied to emissions from component fugitives, electricity
and steam generation, flares, light ends product loading, maintenance shops,
portable storage containers and wastewater treatment because emissions
from these sources were assumed to remain relatively constant over time, be
offset by anticipated future efficiencies, and other factors summarized in
Appendix 4.3-OP, Table 4.3-OP-23.

As discussed above, Baseline shipping emissions, and emissions for certain
Modernization Project scenarios, including the Project Crude Blend, 100%
Utilization Scenario, were provided in a report prepared for Chevron by ICF
International (2014). The ICF International report was peer reviewed by the City’s
experts (ENVIRON) and the BAAQMD. In consultations with the BAAQMD, and to
provide a more conservative assessment, emissions for Modernization Project
scenarios that were not analyzed in the ICF International report were estimated
with reference to the Project Crude Blend, 100% Utilization Scenario rather than
the shipping Baseline calculated by ICF International. The shipping scaling factor
was based on the total level of crude and purchased gas oil calculated by the
URM compared with the level of crude and purchased gas oil used in the ICF
International report for the Project Crude Blend, 100% Utilization Scenario.
Scaling factors for rail and truck emissions are based on the total level of crude
and purchased gas oil calculated by the URM compared with the level of crude
and purchased gas oil during 2008-2010. Certain rail and truck activities were
not scaled because they were related to conveyance functions that would not
vary with Facility operational levels, or were scaled in a non-linear manner to
more accurately reflect train or truck deployment for certain activities.
4.3.6.2.4 Modernization Project Operational Criteria Air Pollutant Impacts
Modernization Project operational CAPs were calculated for the 19 URM scenarios
by multiplying Baseline CAP emission levels by the applicable air emission
scaling factors as described in Steps 1 and 2, above.
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Impact 4.3-5: Operation of the Modernization Project would result in
increased emissions of criteria air pollutants (CAPs). This impact would be
reduced to a less-than-significant level after mitigation. (LTS after
Mitigation)
Table 4.3-22 summarizes the total CAPs for the Facility, and change in CAPs
emissions relative to the Baseline, for each of the 19 scenarios analyzed in this
EIR.
Table 4.3-22 summarizes the CAP emission impacts of the Modernization Project
using these 19 different Refinery Operations scenarios, which include variables
based on utilization and crude oil quality, many of which also maximize
utilization of the proposed new hydrogen plant even when less hydrogen would
actually be needed by refinery processing operations. This impact summary table
addresses both the anticipated sulfur content of feedstocks to be processed
following Modernization Project construction and operation, and a wide variety
of other crude blends to address the Appellate Court direction to evaluate the
emission consequences of changing the API gravity of crude oil. Table 4.3-22
shows that:






Refinery Operations NOx, PM10, PM2.5 and sulfur oxides (SOx) emissions would
actually be lower, without mitigation, even when the Facility is operated at
the substantially higher utilization rate of 93% instead of the 89% utilization
level in 2008-2010. Lower Refinery Operations CAP emissions are attributed
to Modernization Project components, including Project Design Features, that
would reduce net Facility emissions to below Baseline even when the Refinery
Operations are operating at higher utilization levels relative to the Baseline
period, as listed in Table 4.3-23.
Refinery Operations NOx, PM10, PM2.5 and SOx emissions would be higher than
Baseline under most 100% operational scenarios, and warrant further
mitigation to be below BAAQMD significance thresholds and achieve the No
Net Increase Project Objective, as set forth in Mitigation Measures 4.3-5a
(NOx), 4.3-5b (PM10), 4.3-5c (PM2.5), and 4.3-5d (SOx), below.
For the lightest crude cases, involving maximum shipping volumes at both
the 93% and 100% utilization levels, NOx attributed to shipping and the
Facility overall would occur above Baseline levels, and warrants further
mitigation to be below BAAQMD significance thresholds and achieve the No
Net Increase Project Objective, as set forth in Mitigation Measure 4.3-5a
(NOx), below.
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TABLE 4.3-22

CAP EMISSIONS AND CHANGE FROM BASELINE BY SCENARIO
Emissions
(Tons/Year)
Scenario

Baseline
1
2

Project Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen Production,
93% Utilization Scenario
Project Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen Production,
100% Utilization Scenario

Change from Baseline
(Tons/Year)

CO

NOx

PM10

PM2.5

SOx

ROGs

CO

NOx

PM10

PM2.5

SOx ROGs

525

1,303

503

502

373

973

--

--

--

--

--

--

573

1,269

501

499

359

998

47

-34

-2

-2

-14

25

597

1,344

535

533

374

1,026

72

41

31

31

1

54

3

Project Crude Blend, 100% Utilization Scenario

589

1,337

532

530

374

1,023

64

34

28

28

1

51

4

Project Crude Blend, 93% Utilization Scenario

560

1,259

497

495

359

993

35

-44

-6

-7

-14

21

599

1,345

535

533

374

1,026

73

42

32

31

1

53

574

1,267

502

500

359

995

49

-36

-2

-2

-14

22

5
6

Most Sour Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen Production,
100% Utilization Scenario
Most Sour Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen Production,
93% Utilization Scenario

7

Most Sour Crude Blend, 100% Utilization Scenario

592

1,339

533

531

374

1,023

67

36

29

29

1

50

8

Most Sour Crude Blend, 93% Utilization Scenario

565

1,259

498

496

358

991

39

-44

-5

-5

-15

18

596

1,329

534

532

374

1,020

70

26

30

30

1

47

571

1,250

500

498

358

989

46

-53

-3

-3

-15

16

9
10

Heaviest Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen Production,
100% Utilization Scenario
Heaviest Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen Production,
93% Utilization Scenario

11

Heaviest Crude Blend, 100% Utilization Scenario

588

1,323

531

529

374

1,017

63

19

28

27

1

44

12

Heaviest Crude Blend, 93% Utilization Scenario

560

1,242

497

495

358

985

35

-62

-7

-7

-15

12

598

1,378

535

533

376

1,037

73

75

31

31

3

65

576

1,325

503

501

359

1,014

50

22

-1

-1

-14

41

13
14

Lightest Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen Production,
100% Utilization Scenario
Lightest Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen Production,
93% Utilization Scenario
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TABLE 4.3-22

CAP EMISSIONS AND CHANGE FROM BASELINE BY SCENARIO
Emissions
(Tons/Year)
Scenario

Change from Baseline
(Tons/Year)

CO

NOx

PM10

PM2.5

SOx

ROGs

CO

NOx

PM10

PM2.5

SOx ROGs

15

Lightest Crude Blend, 100% Utilization Scenario

584

1,367

530

528

376

1,032

59

64

26

26

3

60

16

Lightest Crude Blend, 93% Utilization Scenario

558

1,311

497

495

359

1,007

33

8

-7

-7

-14

35

17

Maximum Sulfur Utilization Scenario

592

1,339

533

531

374

1,023

67

36

29

29

1

50

18

Very Heavy Crude Oil Utilization Scenario

511

1,062

503

501

367

917

-14

-242

-1

-1

-6

-56

19

Very Light Crude Oil Utilization Scenario

495

1,239

513

511

341

1,005

-30

-64

9

9

-32

32

Notes: SOx = oxides of sulfur. Includes one tank dome as PDF.
Baseline plus changes from Baseline for a particular case may not sum to the emissions for that case due to rounding.
Source: Appendices 4.3-OP, 4.3-SHP, and 4.3-TRANS.
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TABLE 4.3-23

EMISSION REDUCTION PROJECT COMPONENTS AND PROJECT DESIGN
FEATURES

Project Components and Project Design Features
1

2

3

Installation of a tank dome on Tank T-1491to reduce wind-related
and other evaporation losses of VOCs from materials stored in
tank
Removal of three ocean-going vessels (called "SuezMax" because
they can go through the existing Suez canal, and have cargo
capacity of between 120,000 to 200,000 tons) from West Coast
service, and replace these with new Chevron SuezMax ships that
have cleaner engine technologies than what is required by law for
ships built by or before 2014. Specifically, the main ship engine
would meet a Tier 3 standard instead of the required Tier 2
standard, and the auxiliary engines would be upgraded with
turborchargers that are cleaner than Tier 3 standards (and much
cleaner than the required Tier 2 standard). These ships are
already under construction, and the upgrades to clean main and
auxiliary engines would not have any adverse secondary impacts.
Installation of additional emission controls on existing sulfur
removal units, including ultra-low NOx burners, fuel induced
recirculation, and a higher minimum temperature in the thermal
oxidizers, would increase combustion efficiency.

Reduced
Criteria Air
Pollutant(s)
ROG

NOX
PM10
PM2.5

COa
NOX
ROGs

4

Alterations of FCC FHT by replacing heat exchangers and other
(non-furnace) equipment to increase energy efficiency, thereby
partially reducing the need for additional fuel firing for additional
throughput.

CO
NOX
PM10
PM2.5
SO2
ROGs

5

Installation of five low-NOx burners; three in the hydrocracker unit
and two in the polymerization unit.

NOxa

6

Replacement of existing hydrogen plant, which would decrease
fuel use per unit of hydrogen produced, a result of the pressure
swing adsorption technology of the replacement plant. In
addition, the replacement hydrogen plant would be equipped with
low-NOx burners and SCRs.

NOXa
PM10a
PM2.5a
SO2a
ROGsa

7

8

Installation of wet electrostatic precipitators in existing sulfur
recovery units, which use electrical charges to remove small liquid
droplets and particulates from the exhaust gases.
Collect, treat and re-use refinery process gas for use as feedstock
in the replacement hydrogen plant by removing sulfur with a zinc
oxide scrubber, and mix the remaining refinery process gas with
a greater proportion of imported natural gas, which is already low
in sulfur.

PM10a
PM2.5a

SO2a

a
These reductions are large enough to keep the specified process units’ emissions below Baseline
levels, regardless of throughput.
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Refinery Operations CO and ROG emissions would be higher than Baseline
under all scenarios, resulting in the need for additional mitigation to be
below BAAQMD significance thresholds and achieve the No Net Increase
Project Objective, as set forth in Mitigation Measures 4.3-5e (CO) and 4.3-5f
(ROGs), below.
The Very Heavy and Very Light scenarios result in lower refinery utilization
levels, and consequently much lower overall Refinery Operations levels than
the Project scenario, addressing the question raised by the Appellate Court
Decision. Additionally, the CAP emissions from the Maximum

Sulfur, Very Heavy Crude Oil, and Very Light Crude Oil scenarios are all lower
than the 100% utilization Project scenario. Mitigation Measures 4.3-5a through
4.3-5f required for the 100% utilization Project scenario would also reduce CAP
emissions from these unlikely scenarios to below the BAAQMD significance
thresholds, and achieve the No Net Increase Project Objective.
Mitigation Measure 4.3-5: Chevron shall implement feasible mitigation
measures to reduce CAP emissions below applicable BAAQMD significance
thresholds and to achieve the No Net Increase Project Objective, as follows:
5a: NOx Mitigation. No additional NOx mitigation is required under any of the
93% Utilization Scenarios except the Lightest Crude Blend because the
Modernization Project would result in a net decrease in NOx emissions
relative to the Baseline. NOx mitigation is required for the Lightest Crude
Blend, or for utilization above 93%. The quantity of NOx mitigation reductions
required would depend on actual NOx emissions, as reported annually. 7 Any
1-year exceedance of the Baseline would trigger the need for additional NOx
mitigation, which would result in annual NOx reductions below Baseline even
if such exceedances do not recur in future years. Chevron shall implement
one or more of the following mitigation measures in an amount sufficient to
reduce NOx emissions to below the BAAQMD NOx significance threshold and
achieve the No Net Increase Project Objective:



Chevron shall fund and require installation of cleaner main and auxiliary
engines on up to six tug boats serving the Long Wharf. Tugs are used to

7
Because BAAQMD periodically adjusts its EI methodology, BAAQMD will also assist
the City in assuring that an accurate comparison between actual annual emissions relative
to Baseline emissions occurs, and that mitigation is required for any emission increases
over Baseline under a like-to-like emission estimation methodology for all CAP and TAC
mitigation measures relating to exceedances over Baseline CAP and TAC emissions.
BAAQMD and the City will be implementing the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program requirements for air emissions (CAPs, TACs, and greenhouse gases), as
described further in Chapter 9, Mitigation Measure Monitoring and Reporting Program.
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push barges, escort ships and barges, and assisting ships and barges
into berths. The Long Wharf is primarily served by six tugs. Under
applicable CARB rules, four of these tugboats are required to be
retrofitted with cleaner engines meeting designated Tier 2 emission
standards, over a phase-in period ending as late as 2022. The remaining
two tugboats are required to be retrofitted with cleaner engines meeting
designated Tier 3 emission standards in 2017. Chevron shall fund the
installation of new, cleaner Tier 4 main engines and Tier 3 auxiliary
engines for the number of tugs required to remain below the BAAQMD
NOx significance threshold, and achieve the No Net Increase Project
Objective. This mitigation measure would result in NOx emission
decreases of up to 82 tons per year, in excess of the 75-ton-per-year
increase over Baseline that would occur under the highest NOx emission
scenario included in Table 4.3-22. The engine replacement activity would
all occur on board tugs, and implementation of this mitigation measure
would not result in any significant adverse environmental impacts.
Chevron shall increase the average parcel size - the average ship cargo
volume that is delivered or picked up from the Long Wharf - to reduce the
number of ship calls, and thereby reduce NOx emissions from shipping.
This mitigation measure would result in NOx emission decreases of up to
60 tons per year, a substantial portion of the 75-ton-per-year increase
over Baseline that would occur under the highest NOx emission scenario
(100% utilization, Lightest Crude) included in Table 4.3-22. There would
be no adverse secondary impacts associated with reducing the number of
ship calls at the Long Wharf, nor would this mitigation measure authorize
any ship to increase the volume of material shipped via the Long Wharf.
Chevron shall permanently retire emission reduction credits to offset any
NOx over Baseline, to remain below the BAAQMD NOx significance
threshold, and achieve the No Net Increase Project Objective. Permanent
retirement of emission reduction credits ensures that these banked
emissions cannot occur within Richmond or elsewhere in the Bay Area.

5b: PM10 Mitigation. No additional PM10 mitigation is required under any of
the 93% Utilization Scenarios. PM10 mitigation is required for the 100%
Utilization Scenarios. The quantity of PM10 mitigation reductions required
would depend on actual PM10 emissions, as reported annually. Any 1-year
exceedance of the Baseline would trigger the need for additional PM10
mitigation, which would result in annual PM10 reductions below Baseline even
if such exceedances do not recur in future years. Chevron shall implement
one or more of the following feasible mitigation measures in an amount
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sufficient to reduce PM10 emissions to below the BAAQMD significance
thresholds and achieve the No Net Increase Project Objective:




Chevron shall increase the size of the Fluid Catalytic Cracking
Electrostatic Precipitator (ESP) by approximately 50% to eliminate an
existing NH3 injection process in the flue gas in the Fluid Catalytic
Cracking unit. The NH3 injection process currently occurs before the flue
gas is passed through the ESP, and conditions the particulates from the
flue gas which helps removal in the ESP. Ammonia is also produced by
the refinery process, and the reuse of NH3 reduces the quantity of NH3
stored and transported as a product. The ESP removes particulates from
the flue gas with an electrical charge that causes the particulates to
attach to a plate that is then periodically cleaned. Eliminating the NH3
injection treatment of the flue gas would significantly reduce PM10
emissions, with the potential for up to 50 tons per year of PM10 reductions
(or approximately double the quantity of PM10 reductions required to
achieve the No Net Increase Project Objective for the scenarios depicted
in Table 4.3-22). Implementation of this mitigation would also slightly
increase energy utilization by requiring a third pass of flue gas through
the ESP beyond the two passes currently required (and increased energy
consumption currently results in a corresponding increase greenhouse
gas emissions), increase the amount of NH3 transported as a product,
increase the frequency of removing particulates from the enlarged ESP,
and increase the quantity of particulates requiring off-site disposal. None
of these secondary impacts is considered significant for CEQA purposes.
Chevron shall permanently retire emission reduction credits to offset any
PM10 over Baseline, to remain below the BAAQMD PM10 significance
threshold, and achieve the No Net Increase Project Objective. Permanent
retirement of emission reduction credits would ensure that these banked
emissions cannot occur within Richmond or elsewhere in the Bay Area.

5c: PM2.5 Mitigation. PM2.5 is considered both a CAP (for which an overall
ambient air quality standard has been established) and a TAC (a pollutant
that can cause adverse health consequences in a localized area). No
additional CAP PM2.5 mitigation is required under any of the 93% Utilization
Scenarios.
PM2.5 CAP mitigation is required for the 100% Utilization Scenarios. The
quantity of PM2.5 CAP mitigation reductions required would depend on actual
PM2.5 emissions, as reported annually. Any 1-year exceedance of the Baseline
would trigger the need for additional PM2.5 mitigation, which would result in
annual PM2.5 reductions below Baseline even if such exceedances do not recur
in future years.
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Chevron shall reduce PM2.5 emissions to below BAAQMD significance
thresholds, and achieve the No Net Increase Project Objective, by
implementing Mitigation Measure 4.3-5b (PM10), which would also reduce
PM2.5 emissions. Additionally, Chevron shall complete a validation study
quantifying the relative amount of PM2.5 reductions achieved by Mitigation
Measure 4.3-5b, for review and approval by BAAQMD and the City, to ensure
that adequate quantities of PM2.5 reductions are achieved as required by this
Mitigation Measure 4.3-5c. Finally, Chevron shall implement Mitigation
Measure 4.3-6, to reduce health risks from all TACs, including but not limited
to PM2.5, to below levels that would exceed the BAAQMD significance
thresholds for cancer, and chronic or acute non-cancer risks, and would meet
the Project Objective of causing No Net Increase in such risks.
5d: SOx Mitigation. No additional SOx mitigation is required under any of the
93% Utilization Scenarios. Table 4.3-22 shows very slight increases in SOx
(1-3 tons per year, depending on the scenario) would occur at 100%
utilization levels; thus, mitigation is required for the 100% Utilization
Scenarios. The quantity of SOx mitigation reductions required would depend
on actual SOx emissions, as reported annually. Any 1-year exceedance of the
Baseline would trigger the need for additional SOx mitigation, which would
result in annual SOx reductions below Baseline even if such exceedances do
not recur in future years. Chevron shall implement one or more of the
following feasible mitigation measures in an amount sufficient to reduce SOx
emissions to below the BAAQMD significance thresholds and achieve the No
Net Increase Project Objective:




Chevron shall increase the use of SOx-reducing catalyst in the Fluid
Catalytic Cracking unit that has been demonstrated to substantially
reduce SOx emissions in refinery flue gases. This is a feasible means of
reducing SOx in flue gas in the very low quantities needed to make SOx
emissions below the BAAQMD significance threshold, and achieve the No
Net Increase Project Objective, even under the highest SOx emission
scenario identified in Table 4.3-22.
Chevron shall permanently retire emission reduction credits to offset any
SOx over Baseline, to remain below the BAAQMD SOx significance
threshold and achieve the No Net Increase Project Objective. Permanent
retirement of emission reduction credits would ensure that these banked
emissions cannot occur within Richmond or elsewhere in the Bay Area.

5e: CO Mitigation. Unlike other BAAQMD significance criteria for CAPs that
establish ton-per-year quantitative thresholds, there is no annual ton-per-year
threshold for CO emissions. Instead, CO represents a typically localized
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ambient air quality condition that can adversely affect air quality if levels
exceed specified numeric thresholds over either a 1-hour or 8-hour average.
In order to evaluate whether CO emissions would exceed these 1-hour and
8-hour standards, the ambient air concentrations of CO emissions from the
Facility were evaluated using the same methods that were used for the
modeling of the health risks from the Facility. These are more fully described
in Appendix 4.3-HRA. The combined maximum 1-hour CO concentration from
Facility and shipping sources for the 100% Project scenario (maximum
refinery utilization) and Light Crude scenario (maximum shipping volumes)
was only 2.6 ppm, which is well below the 1-hour standard of 20 ppm
maximum hourly emissions, and also below the more stringent 9 ppm
8-hour average. CO emissions from the Modernization Project are below the
BAAQMD threshold of significance, without mitigation.
Table 4.3-22 confirms that there would be a net increase over Baseline for all
scenarios. In contrast to other CAP emissions for which feasible Emission
Reduction Project Components or mitigation measures were identified to
avoid any CAP emissions over the Baseline, no such Project components or
measures were determined to be available to reduce CO emissions.
Accordingly, additional CO mitigation is required for all scenarios included in
Table 4.3-22, in amounts ranging from 33 to 73 tons per year in order to
offset CO emissions to achieve the No Net Increase Project Objective.
The quantity of CO mitigation reductions initially required would be the 47
tons per year required under the Project Crude Blend, Max Hydrogen
Production, 93% Utilization Scenario. Further CO reduction mitigation
quantities would depend on actual CO emissions, as reported annually in the
BAAQMD EI. Any unmitigated, 1-year exceedance of the Baseline would
trigger the need for additional CO mitigation, which would result in annual
CO reductions below Baseline even if such exceedances do not recur in
future years.
Chevron shall reduce CO emissions to below BAAQMD significance
thresholds, and achieve the No Net Increase Project Objective, by retiring
emission reduction credits to offset any CO over Baseline, to remain below
the BAAQMD CO significance threshold, and achieve the No Net Increase
Project Objective. Permanent retirement of emission reduction credits would
ensure that these banked emissions cannot occur within Richmond or
elsewhere in the Bay Area.
5f: ROG Mitigation. Additional ROG mitigation is required under all scenarios
except Very Heavy Crude Oil, in quantities ranging from 12 to 65 tons per
year. ROG reductions required under the 93% Project scenario are 25 tons
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per year. ROG emissions would increase with Facility utilization levels, with
only the lowest utilization level - for Very Heavy Crude Oil - included in Table
4.3-22 having a net decrease in ROG relative to the Baseline.
Reducing ROGs requires lowering VOC emissions from the Facility. A very
high percentage of these VOCs are emitted (or assumed to be emitted for
BAAQMD rulemaking and inventory purposes) from miscellaneous small
sources, such as the valves and flanges on pipes at the Facility. The most
significant opportunity to reduce VOCs at the Facility is to install fixed domes
over the large tanks used to store feedstocks and products. The tanks
already have floating roofs to reduce VOCs, but adding a fixed dome would
further reduce VOC emissions by minimizing the effect of wind on the
floating roof tank seals. Chevron has proposed as a Project Design Feature to
install a dome on Tank 1491, which is estimated to reduce ROG emissions by
2.5 tons per year. Chevron has also identified an additional 29 tanks that
could be domed, representing cumulative VOC reduction opportunities of
approximately 59.3 tons per year. Tank dome installations also have
secondary environmental impacts, the most environmentally significant of
which are temporary air emissions from construction-related activities.
Impacts associated with the proposed dome on Tank 1491 have been
included as part of the Project throughout this EIR in relevant sections of
Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures.
The quantity of ROG mitigation reductions required would depend on actual
ROG emissions, as reported annually in the BAAQMD EI. Any 1-year
exceedance of the Baseline would trigger the need for additional ROG
mitigation, which would result in annual ROG reductions below Baseline even
if such exceedances do not recur in future years.
Chevron shall complete the Project Design Feature of installing a dome on
Tank 1491, and shall implement one or more of the following feasible
mitigation measures in an amount sufficient to reduce ROG emissions to
below the BAAQMD significance thresholds and achieve the No Net Increase
Project Objective:


Chevron shall install domes on one or more of the following tanks to
reduce VOC emissions in the quantities needed to make ROG emissions
below the BAAQMD significance threshold, and achieve the No Net
Increase Project Objective: Tanks 3213, 3134, 1688, 1514, 3225, 3189,
3133, 3071, 992, 3197, 1687, 990, 991, 3073, 3202, 1296, 3191, 1287,
3220, 3127, 1488, 1459, 3180, 3074, 3076, 3193, 3128, 3201, and
3075.
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Chevron shall permanently retire emission reduction credits to offset any
ROG over Baseline, to remain below the BAAQMD ROG significance
threshold, and achieve the No Net Increase Project Objective. Permanent
retirement of emission reduction credits would ensure that these banked
emissions cannot occur within Richmond or elsewhere in the Bay Area.

5g: Supplemental Mitigation for all CAPs. Chevron shall fund and participate
in a Clean Air Improvement Fund for any Facility emissions over Baseline.
Chevron is required to comply with applicable pollution control laws, which
are anticipated to result in further decreases in Facility pollutants, as
described in Section 6.5.1 of Chapter 6, Alternatives Analysis. If the
Modernization Project is approved, operational emissions as mitigated would
be lower than otherwise required by air quality laws, regulations, and permit
programs, due to the broader scope of CEQA and the No Net Increase Project
Objective.
Nevertheless, it is possible that there would be years when emissions may
not meet the No Net Increase Project Objective threshold if, for example,
actual utilization and emission levels exceed those for which mitigation is
already in place. To address this potential for a temporary emission increase
over Baseline levels, and to further incentivize Chevron to avoid any such
temporary increases, in any year that Chevron exceeds Baseline emissions for
any CAP, Chevron shall contribute funding for, and participate in, a Clean Air
Improvement Fund, as follows:







Funding shall be in an amount determined based on a benchmark price
to be agreed to by the City, BAAQMD and Chevron, as thereafter annually
adjusted by the Consumer Price Index value for the San Francisco Bay
Area.
Funding shall be paid annually within 60 days following approval by
BAAQMD of the Emission Inventory for the prior calendar year.
Funding shall be spent on emission reduction measures for criteria
pollutant(s) that increased above Baseline in the following order: (1)
reductions from Facility emissions, (2) reductions within the City, and (3)
reductions from the North Richmond area closest to the Facility.
Funding and implementation decisions shall be made by a stakeholder
group consisting of representatives from the City, the community, and
Chevron.
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A brief report shall be prepared for each major emission reduction
measure implemented using such funds, and be made available to help
inspire similar emission reduction opportunities.

Mitigation Measure 4.3-5g would not create any exception to Chevron's
obligation to fully comply with all mitigation measures included in this EIR,
including but not limited to Mitigation Measure 4.3-6 requiring that risks
from TAC emissions achieve the No Net Increase Project Objective.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3-5a through 4.3-5g above would
reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.
4.3.6.2.5 Modernization Project Operational Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts
Impact 4.3-6: Modernization Project operations would not result in increases
in toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions that would exceed Bay Area Air
Quality Management District (BAAQMD) significance thresholds for cancer
risk, chronic health hazard index (HI), and acute HI. However under the
lightest crude blend hydrogen case, emissions from increased shipping
would exceed the BAAQMD significance threshold for TACs. This impact
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level after mitigation. (LTS after
Mitigation)
Table 4.3-24 summarizes the total TACs for the Facility, and change in TACs
emissions relative to the Baseline, for each of the four Modernization Project
scenarios for which HRAs were analyzed in this EIR. TAC emissions were
estimated using the URM and emission scaling steps (Steps 1 and 2, above) from
Baseline emission estimates, using the same scaling methodology used for CAPs.
The four Modernization Project scenarios were selected to present a conservative
estimate of potential risks from Project air emissions, since TAC emissions are
also a function of Facility utilization levels. The first two scenarios—93% and
100% utilization using the Project Crude Blend, along with 100% hydrogen plant
utilization—maximize Refinery Operations utilization, and thus refinery
processing-related TAC emissions. The other two scenarios—93% and 100%
utilization using the Lightest Crude Blend—allow for the highest levels of
shipping, and thus maximize shipping-related TAC emissions. These Lightest
Crude Blend scenarios also have the highest CAP emissions.
The TAC emissions from these four scenarios were then input into the HRA for
cancer risk, and non-cancer acute and chronic health risks. The HRA is included
as Appendix 4.3-HRA.
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TABLE 4.3-24

INDIVIDUAL CONSTITUENT (INCLUDING TAC) EMISSIONS AND CHANGE FROM BASELINE BY SCENARIO
Emissions
(lbs/year)

Chemical
Acetaldehyde

Baseline

Project
Project
Crude
Crude Blend,
Blend, Max
Max
Hydrogen
Hydrogen
Production, Production,
100%
93%
Utilization
Utilization
Scenario
Scenario

Change in Emissions
(lbs/year)
Lightest
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
93%
Utilization
Scenario

Lightest
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
100%
Utilization
Scenario

Project
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
93%
Utilization
Scenario

Project
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
100%
Utilization
Scenario

Lightest
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
93%
Utilization
Scenario

Lightest
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
100%
Utilization
Scenario

201.0

1,062.7

1,068.2

1,061.8

1,068.0

861.6

867.2

860.8

867.0

Ammonia

228,220.5

300,788.9

300,937.9

300,803.7

300,948.6

72,568.4

72,717.4

72,583.2

72,728.1

Antimony

0.3

8.0

8.0

8.0

8.0

7.6

7.6

7.6

7.6

Arsenic

2.2

16.4

16.5

16.4

16.5

14.2

14.3

14.2

14.3

Benzene

18,279.7

19,258.1

19,429.0

19,349.3

19,495.0

978.4

1,149.3

1,069.6

1,215.2

0.0

0.4

0.4

0.4

0.4

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.3

240.2

182.2

193.5

183.7

192.8

(58.0)

(46.8)

(56.5)

(47.5)

Benzo(b)fluoranthene

0.0

0.4

0.4

0.4

0.4

0.4

0.4

0.4

0.4

Benzo(k)fluoranthene

0.0

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.3

Beryllium

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

-

-

-

-

-

1.0

1.0

1.0

1.0

1.0

1.0

1.0

1.0

65.7

71.3

71.3

71.3

71.3

5.6

5.6

5.6

5.6

Biphenyl

-

9.2

9.2

9.2

9.2

9.2

9.2

9.2

9.2

Butane

-

66.5

66.5

66.5

66.5

66.5

66.5

66.5

66.5

91.6

91.6

91.6

91.6

91.6

-

-

-

-

Butyl acetate

3.8

3.8

3.8

3.8

3.8

-

-

-

-

Cadmium

0.9

11.0

11.0

11.0

11.0

10.1

10.1

10.1

10.1

Benzo(a)anthracene
Benzo(a)pyrene

Bromine and compounds
1,3-Butadiene

Methyl ethyl ketone
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TABLE 4.3-24

INDIVIDUAL CONSTITUENT (INCLUDING TAC) EMISSIONS AND CHANGE FROM BASELINE BY SCENARIO
Emissions
(lbs/year)
Project
Project
Crude
Crude Blend,
Blend, Max
Max
Hydrogen
Hydrogen
Production, Production,
100%
93%
Utilization
Utilization
Scenario
Scenario

Change in Emissions
(lbs/year)
Lightest
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
93%
Utilization
Scenario

Lightest
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
100%
Utilization
Scenario

Project
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
93%
Utilization
Scenario

Project
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
100%
Utilization
Scenario

Lightest
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
93%
Utilization
Scenario

Lightest
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
100%
Utilization
Scenario

Chemical

Baseline

Carbon disulfide

2,909.2

2,908.5

2,908.5

2,846.3

2,908.5

(0.7)

(0.7)

(62.9)

(0.7)

Chlorine

1.9

2.9

3.0

3.0

3.1

0.9

1.1

1.1

1.2

Chlorobenzene

1.3

1.6

1.7

1.7

1.8

0.3

0.5

0.4

0.5

Chloroform

-

31.9

31.9

31.9

31.9

31.9

31.9

31.9

31.9

Chromium

0.4

0.4

0.4

0.4

0.4

0.0

0.1

0.0

0.1

Chromium (hexavalent)

0.8

0.8

0.9

0.8

0.9

0.0

0.1

0.1

0.1

-

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

9.1

101.1

101.1

101.0

101.1

92.0

92.1

91.9

92.1

Cumene

125.9

141.1

142.8

142.1

143.6

15.2

16.9

16.2

17.7

Cyclohexane

537.5

540.3

543.6

542.2

544.9

2.9

6.1

4.7

7.5

1.1

1.1

1.1

1.1

1.1

–

–

–

–

20,211.3

20,508.9

21,955.5

22,158.5

23,109.6

297.6

1,744.22

1,947.2

2,898.3

38.3

1,645.9

1,648.8

1,647.6

1,650.0

1,607.6

1,610.5

1,609.2

1,611.7

Ethane

-

2,629.8

2,629.8

2,629.8

2,629.8

2,629.8

2,629.8

2,629.8

2,629.8

Ethanol

620.3

578.2

621.9

602.9

639.7

(42.1)

1.6

(17.4)

19.4

40.9

43.6

46.8

45.4

48.0

2.7

5.9

4.5

7.1

2,445.0

3,894.4

3,894.4

3,894.4

3,894.4

1,449.5

1,449.5

1,449.5

1,449.5

Chrysene
Copper compounds

1,2-Dibromoethane
DPM
Diethanolamine

Ethanolamine
Ethylene
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TABLE 4.3-24

INDIVIDUAL CONSTITUENT (INCLUDING TAC) EMISSIONS AND CHANGE FROM BASELINE BY SCENARIO
Emissions
(lbs/year)
Project
Project
Crude
Crude Blend,
Blend, Max
Max
Hydrogen
Hydrogen
Production, Production,
100%
93%
Utilization
Utilization
Scenario
Scenario

Change in Emissions
(lbs/year)
Lightest
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
93%
Utilization
Scenario

Lightest
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
100%
Utilization
Scenario

Project
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
93%
Utilization
Scenario

Project
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
100%
Utilization
Scenario

Lightest
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
93%
Utilization
Scenario

Lightest
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
100%
Utilization
Scenario

Chemical

Baseline

Ethylbenzene

1,340.8

1,741.0

1,771.5

1,757.9

1,783.9

400.3

430.7

417.1

443.1

Formaldehyde

1,345.7

3,019.8

3,029.0

3,017.8

3,029.1

1,674.1

1,683.3

1,672.1

1,683.4

10,259.5

10,834.7

11,246.1

11,067.8

11,414.4

575.2

986.6

808.3

1,154.9

-

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

1,013.3

9,756.1

9,838.5

9,623.3

9,850.7

8,742.8

8,825.1

8,610.0

8,837.3

Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene

0.0

1.1

1.1

1.1

1.1

1.0

1.0

1.0

1.0

Lead compounds

3.0

44.7

44.8

44.8

44.9

41.8

41.9

41.8

41.9

35.7

38.0

40.8

39.6

41.9

2.4

5.1

3.9

6.2

120.4

179.3

186.6

179.4

186.5

58.9

66.1

59.0

66.0

3.0

7.0

7.2

7.1

7.2

4.0

4.2

4.0

4.2

2,892.9

6.5

6.5

6.5

6.5

(2,886.4)

(2,886.4)

(2,886.4)

(2,886.4)

2-heptanone

2.6

2.6

2.6

2.6

2.6

–

–

–

–

Cresols

0.4

6.9

6.9

6.9

6.9

6.5

6.5

6.5

6.5

Naphthalene

4.5

93.2

93.5

93.4

93.6

88.7

89.0

88.9

89.1

Nickel compounds

33.1

121.9

124.5

123.5

125.7

88.8

91.4

90.4

92.6

Polycyclic aromatic
compounds

645.4

496.0

528.1

499.4

526.4

(149.4)

(117.4)

(146.0)

(119.0)

N-Hexane
Cyanide compounds
Hydrogen sulfide

Tetra-ethyl lead
Manganese compounds
Mercury compounds
Methanol
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TABLE 4.3-24

INDIVIDUAL CONSTITUENT (INCLUDING TAC) EMISSIONS AND CHANGE FROM BASELINE BY SCENARIO
Emissions
(lbs/year)

Chemical
Phenol

Baseline

Project
Project
Crude
Crude Blend,
Blend, Max
Max
Hydrogen
Hydrogen
Production, Production,
100%
93%
Utilization
Utilization
Scenario
Scenario

Change in Emissions
(lbs/year)
Lightest
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
93%
Utilization
Scenario

Lightest
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
100%
Utilization
Scenario

Project
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
93%
Utilization
Scenario

Project
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
100%
Utilization
Scenario

Lightest
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
93%
Utilization
Scenario

Lightest
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
100%
Utilization
Scenario

53.0

160.9

164.0

161.1

163.9

107.9

111.0

108.1

110.9

-

367.4

367.4

367.4

367.4

367.4

367.4

367.4

367.4

1.3

1.3

1.3

1.3

1.3

–

–

–

–

Propylene

1,563.0

2,190.2

2,201.3

2,198.2

2,207.0

627.2

638.2

635.2

644.0

Selenium

3.7

86.9

86.9

86.8

86.9

83.2

83.2

83.0

83.2

Silicon

30.7

38.5

41.5

40.7

43.0

7.9

10.8

10.0

12.3

Sulfate

1,522.6

1,912.7

2,058.2

2,018.0

2,134.3

390.1

535.6

495.5

611.7

Sulfuric acid mist

52,873.1

8,510.6

8,510.7

8,345.1

8,510.8

(44,362.6)

(44,362.4)

(44,528.0)

(44,362.3)

Perchloroethylene

26.4

26.5

26.7

26.6

26.7

0.1

0.3

0.2

0.4

24,649.9

26,610.0

27,569.4

27,147.7

27,959.0

1,960.2

2,919.6

2,497.8

3,309.2

884.5

952.7

952.7

952.7

952.7

68.3

68.3

68.3

68.3

63.1

79.3

85.3

83.6

88.5

16.2

22.2

20.5

25.4

16,194.1

17,372.4

17,522.9

17,456.9

17,584.6

1,178.3

1,328.8

1,262.8

1,390.5

3,230.6

3,334.4

3,449.8

3,399.6

3,496.9

103.8

219.2

169.0

266.3

135.8

381.6

390.5

381.8

390.2

245.8

254.8

246.1

254.5

6.3

6.3

6.3

6.3

6.3

–

–

–

–

Propane
Propylene glycol
monomethyl

Toluene
1,2,4-trimethylbenzene
Vanadium
Xylene
2,2,4-trimethylpentane
Zinc compounds
Amine – other
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TABLE 4.3-24

INDIVIDUAL CONSTITUENT (INCLUDING TAC) EMISSIONS AND CHANGE FROM BASELINE BY SCENARIO
Emissions
(lbs/year)

Chemical
Avgas

Baseline

Project
Project
Crude
Crude Blend,
Blend, Max
Max
Hydrogen
Hydrogen
Production, Production,
100%
93%
Utilization
Utilization
Scenario
Scenario

Change in Emissions
(lbs/year)
Lightest
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
93%
Utilization
Scenario

Lightest
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
100%
Utilization
Scenario

Project
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
93%
Utilization
Scenario

Project
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
100%
Utilization
Scenario

Lightest
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
93%
Utilization
Scenario

Lightest
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
100%
Utilization
Scenario

810.3

864.7

926.6

899.6

951.8

54.4

116.3

89.3

141.5

0.8

0.9

1.0

0.9

1.0

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.2

608.4

459.3

487.8

463.0

486.0

(149.1)

(120.6)

(145.4)

(122.4)

Diesel oil

3,544.2

3,782.0

4,052.7

3,934.9

4,163.1

237.8

508.5

390.8

618.9

Fuel – jet 'A'

7,675.2

8,190.3

8,776.5

8,521.5

9,015.6

515.0

1,101.2

846.3

1,340.4

Gas oil

3,533.2

3,770.3

4,040.1

3,922.8

4,150.2

237.1

506.9

389.6

617.0

Glycols

7.6

7.6

7.6

7.6

7.6

–

–

–

–

12.6

13.5

14.4

14.0

14.8

0.9

1.8

1.4

2.2

13,273.8

13,273.8

13,273.8

13,273.8

13,273.8

–

–

–

–

17.9

17.9

17.9

17.9

17.9

–

–

–

–

4,343.5

4,343.5

4,343.5

4,343.5

4,343.5

–

–

–

–

12,405.9

13,172.5

14,045.1

13,665.6

14,401.1

766.6

1,639.1

1,259.7

1,995.1

Organic liquid – other

9,206.7

9,819.2

10,516.3

10,213.1

10,800.7

612.5

1,309.6

1,006.4

1,594.0

PAHs (non-carcinogenic)

1,601.1

1,208.7

1,283.6

1,218.4

1,279.0

(392.4)

(317.5)

(382.7)

(322.1)

Paraffins – C3+

4,534.7

4,549.2

4,565.7

4,558.5

4,572.4

14.5

31.0

23.8

37.7

Petroleum products –
other

1,387.0

1,480.1

1,586.0

1,540.0

1,629.3

93.1

199.0

152.9

242.2

Bunker C fuel oil
Cycloparaffins – other

Ketone – other/not spec
LPG
Mineral spirits
Oil – non-fuel, other
Oil/water mixture
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TABLE 4.3-24

INDIVIDUAL CONSTITUENT (INCLUDING TAC) EMISSIONS AND CHANGE FROM BASELINE BY SCENARIO
Emissions
(lbs/year)
Project
Project
Crude
Crude Blend,
Blend, Max
Max
Hydrogen
Hydrogen
Production, Production,
100%
93%
Utilization
Utilization
Scenario
Scenario

Change in Emissions
(lbs/year)
Lightest
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
93%
Utilization
Scenario

Lightest
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
100%
Utilization
Scenario

Project
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
93%
Utilization
Scenario

Project
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
100%
Utilization
Scenario

Lightest
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
93%
Utilization
Scenario

Lightest
Crude
Blend, Max
Hydrogen
Production,
100%
Utilization
Scenario

Chemical

Baseline

Facility feedstock – other

6,593.7

7,036.1

7,539.6

7,320.6

7,745.1

442.4

945.9

727.0

1,151.4

10.5

10.5

10.5

10.5

10.5

–

–

–

–

5.2

5.2

5.2

5.2

5.2

–

–

–

–

Sulfur or sulfur
compounds

1,501.5

1,602.3

1,716.9

1,667.1

1,763.7

100.8

215.4

165.6

262.2

Wastewater – refin, other

2,284.9

2,438.2

2,612.7

2,536.8

2,683.9

153.3

327.8

251.9

399.0

559.1

559.1

559.2

559.2

559.2

0.1

0.1

0.1

0.2

Reformate
Stoddard solvent

Water/organics mixture

Source: Appendices 4.3-OP, 4.3-SHP, and 4.3-TRANS.
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The HRA considered, among other factors, the location, duration, timing,
toxicity, and dispersion (including metrological and terrain factors) of each TAC
constituent, and the sensitivity, location, timing and duration of exposure for
potential receptors - people - located near and in the region surrounding the
Facility. Each of these factors plays a critical role in the HRA. Terrain plays an
important role in risk. For example, elevated emissions may impact higher
terrain and result in increased risks at higher elevations.
Sensitive populations are also taken into consideration. For example, the toxicity
factor for a TAC is developed by California's toxicology experts at the Office of
Health Hazard Assessment and takes into account the different exposure levels
that could adversely affect different population segments like children (with
smaller lungs, and smaller body weight, and hence higher sensitivity to many
TACs), residents (who typically spend many more hours of the day, and many
more years, being exposed to TACs), and workers (who tend to be healthy adults
exposed for 8-hour periods for many years).
The HRA also considered three potential pathways by which people could be
exposed to a TAC: inhalation of airborne TACs, dermal contact (TAC residues on
skin), and ingestion (TAC residues on locally produced food). For operational
emissions, inhalation was determined in the HRA to be the critical exposure
pathway, and was evaluated in detail.
Understanding this inhalation pathway required simulating the dispersion of
TACs through the air. This air dispersion component of the HRA takes factors
such as wind pattern, climate, and topography into account to understand the
manner in which TACs are dispersed in the air - from TAC sources - and to the
sensitive receptors located nearest to the Facility. Two different types of sources
were evaluated, and each has its own air dispersion modeling methodology:




Stationary sources are located within the Facility, and consist of the many
existing and new refinery processing units affected by either the physical
modifications included in the Modernization Project (e.g., the hydrogen plant)
or the operational consequences of increasing Facility utilization (e.g., higher
throughput through the crude unit and other existing Refinery Operations
components considered in the URM). Appendix 4.3-HRA includes a
description of how TAC emissions from stationary sources were mapped for
dispersion purposes.
Mobile sources include ships, trucks, and rail that also emit TACs, both while
at the Facility and while in transport - maneuvering in the Bay (shipping), or
traversing community streets (trucking and rail). Mobile source emissions at
or closest to the Facility are particularly important to assess because these
emissions add to the Facility emissions and contribute to overall community
TAC exposure levels. Appendix 4.3-HRA includes a description of how TAC
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emissions from mobile sources were mapped for dispersion purposes.
Moreover, emissions from mobile sources can extend well inland due to the
impact of DPM from shipping, for example.
The HRA simulates the distribution of TAC emissions into the air and identifies
the maximum exposed individual—the location where health impacts from the
TAC concentrations are the highest. For this EIR, land uses that are particularly
sensitive to TAC-related risks were also mapped to ensure a sufficient level of
detailed analysis was included in the HRA for sensitive receptors such as
residences, schools, parks, convalescent homes, and hospitals. The TAC risks for
approximately 8,000 locations in the neighborhoods nearest the Facility were
separately calculated, and resulting figures show the relative risk levels for all of
the neighborhoods nearest the Facility.
Separate figures were then prepared to depict cancer risk, and non-cancer
chronic HI, acute HI, and PM2.5 concentrations for the scenarios included in Table
4.3-24. The locations of greatest impact for cancer risk, chronic HI, acute HI, and
PM2.5 concentrations, are shown in Figure 4.3-10.
The combined cancer risk at all modeled receptors for the Modernization Project
with Project Design Features for the 93% Utilization Scenario is shown in Figure
4.3-11. This figure, as well as figures showing the chronic HI, acute HI, and PM2.5
concentrations at all modeled receptors for the Modernization Project with
Project Design Features for the 93% Utilization Scenario, are included in Appendix
4.3-HRA. Because the source location and emission types differs for stationary
sources and each type of mobile source (shipping and trucking), separate figures
were also prepared in Appendix 4.3-HRA showing the relative TAC risks from the
Refinery Operations, shipping, and trucking.
The results from the HRA, as depicted in Figures 4.3-10 through 4.3-19, were
then compared to applicable BAAQMD significance thresholds for cancer risk and
non-cancer chronic HI and acute HI. The HRA results were also compared to the
No Net Increase in risk Project Objective. The HRA demonstrates that:


Even under the 100% Project and Light Crude Utilization Scenarios, Facility
operations (exclusive of transportation) do not exceed any BAAQMD
significance threshold for health risk.
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The Maximum Exposed Individual Sensitive Receptor (MEISR) is 0.4 for cancer
risk for Refinery Operations, well below the BAAQMD significance threshold
of 10.0. 8
The MEISR is 0.02 for non-cancer chronic health risks,9 and 0.2 for acute
health risks, well below the BAAQMD significance threshold of less than 1.0.

Under all scenarios except the 100% utilization, maximum shipping scenario,
TAC emissions from transportation activities—particularly particulate emissions
from diesel exhaust (DPM)—resulted in health risks (for cancer, and non-cancer
chronic and acute, risks) below the BAAQMD significance thresholds. Because
this represents an extremely conservative case (100% utilization annualized, and
excess shipping from unusually large gas oil imports), risks over the BAAQMD
significance thresholds would be very unlikely to occur. The mitigation
prescribed below, which focuses on shipping emissions, is required to reduce
health risks from TACs to achieve the No Net Increase in risk Project Objective.
Once implemented, the Project is expected to result in some localized net public
health benefits.
In addition to the cancer, and non-cancer chronic and acute, risk thresholds
noted above, the BAAQMD significance thresholds also establish a separate
significance threshold for an increase in the concentrations of PM2.5 above
0.3 micrograms per meter squared. As with the cancer risk, and chronic and
acute non-cancer risks, Refinery Operations emissions (without transportation
activities such as shipping) would be below this PM2.5 risk-based threshold, but
with transportation—and again primarily shipping—PM2.5 levels would exceed this
threshold and would warrant mitigation to be reduced to less-than-significant
levels, and to achieve the No Net Increase in risk Project Objective.
Mitigation Measure 4.3-6: Chevron shall implement the following measures:
6a: Chevron shall implement a combination of the following measures to
reduce DPM, inclusive of PM2.5, in an amount sufficient to reduce risk to
below BAAQMD significance criteria (for the 100% maximum shipping
scenario) and achieve the No Net Increase in Risk Project Objective:


Chevron shall fund and require installation of cleaner main and auxiliary
engines on up to six tug boats serving the Long Wharf as well as nonChevron facilities. Tugs are used to push barges, escort ships and barges,
8

Using HRA methodology, it is not possible to derive a risk of zero for cancer risk.
Risks below 1 are considered nominal by BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 5, equivalent to No
Net Risks for purposes of this EIR.
9
As described in Appendix 4.3-HRA, the maximum non-cancer chronic hazard
index considering all pathways is 0.1, still well below the CEQA threshold and NNI.
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Note: Chevron owns several contiguous parcels that are not part of the Facility/Project site which are not affected by the Modernization Project.

Source: BAAQMD, 2012b; Chevron (T38r1)

Figure 4.3-10
Chevron Refinery Modernization Project EIR
Maximum Exposed Individual Receptor Locations Relative to the BAAQMD CARE 2015 Map of Community Risk Estimates
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Figure 4.3-11
Chevron Refinery Modernization Project EIR
Modernization Project Cancer Risk
at 93% Utilization (Project Case)
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Figure 4.3-12
Chevron Refinery Modernization Project EIR
Modernization Project Cancer Risk
at 100% Utilization (Project Case)
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Figure 4.3-13
Chevron Refinery Modernization Project EIR
Modernization Project Cancer Risk
at 93% Utilization (Light/Max Shipping Case)
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Figure 4.3-14
Chevron Refinery Modernization Project EIR
Modernization Project Cancer Risk at
100% Utilization (Light/Max Shipping Case)
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Figure 4.3-15
Chevron Refinery Modernization Project EIR
Modernization Project Chronic Hazard
Index Risk at 100% Utilization (Project Case)
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Figure 4.3-16
Chevron Refinery Modernization Project EIR
Modernization Project Chronic Hazard Index
Risk at 100% Utilization (Light/Max Case)
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Figure 4.3-17
Chevron Refinery Modernization Project EIR
Modernization Project Acute Hazard Index
at 100% Utilization (Project Case)
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Figure 4.3-18
Chevron Refinery Modernization Project EIR
Modernization Project Acute Hazard Index Risk
at 100% Utilization (Light/Max Case)
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Figure 4.3-19
Chevron Refinery Modernization Project EIR
Modernization Project PM2.5
at 100% Utilization (Project Case)
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Figure 4.3-20
Chevron Refinery Modernization Project EIR
Mondernization Project PM2.5 Concentration
at 100% Utilization (Light/Max Shipping Case)
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and assisting ships and barges into berths. The Long Wharf is primarily
served by six tugs. Under applicable CARB rules, four of these tugboats
are required to be retrofitted with cleaner engines meeting designated
Tier 2 emission standards, over a phase-in period ending as late as 2022.
The remaining two tugboats are required to be retrofitted with cleaner
engines meeting designated Tier 3 emission standards in 2017. Chevron
shall fund the installation of new, cleaner Tier 4 main engines and Tier 3
auxiliary engines for the number of tugs required to remain below the
BAAQMD NOx significance threshold and to reduce DPM, and achieve the
No Net Increase Project Objective. In addition to DPM reductions, this
mitigation measure would result in NOx emission decreases of up to 82
tons per year, in excess of the 75-ton-per-year increase over Baseline that
would occur under the highest NOx emission scenario (100% utilization,
Lightest Crude) included in Table 4.3-22. The engine replacement activity
would all occur on board tugs, and implementation of this mitigation
measure would not result in any significant adverse environmental
impacts.
Chevron shall increase the average parcel size—the average ship cargo
volume that is delivered or picked up from the Long Wharf— to reduce
the number of ship calls, and thereby reduce DPM emissions from
shipping. This mitigation measure would also result in NOx emission
decreases of up to 60 tons per year, a substantial portion of the 75-tonper-year increase over Baseline that would occur under the highest NOx
emission scenario (100% utilization, Lightest Crude) included in Table
4.3-22. There would be no adverse secondary impacts associated with
reducing the number of ship calls at the Long Wharf, nor would this
mitigation measure authorize any ship to increase the volume of material
shipped via the Long Wharf.
In the event the Project exceeds the baseline health risk from TACs and
exceeds the 93% Utilization level, Chevron shall install electric shore
power, and require one or more of the ships using the Long Wharf to use
such shore power in lieu of continuing to burn diesel fuel while berthed.
This measure, also referred to as "cold ironing," has been demonstrated
to substantially reduce DPM-related emissions (and associated risks) from
shipping (CARB, 2006). This measure would require construction
activities in and near the Long Wharf that would result in secondary
impacts that are beyond the scope of this EIR. Before implementing this
mitigation measure, Chevron shall apply to the City and other responsible
agencies for necessary permits, and shall complete the environmental
process required under CEQA. Implementation of this measure is not
required to achieve the performance standard included in this Mitigation
Measure 4.3-6.
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6b: Chevron shall fund and participate in a Clean Air Improvement Fund for
any net increase in health risks from TACs not avoided or mitigated as
required in this EIR. Chevron is required to comply with applicable pollution
control laws which are anticipated to result in further decreases in Facility
risks from TACs. If the Modernization Project is approved, operational
emissions, as mitigated, would be lower than otherwise required by air
quality laws, regulations, and permit programs, due to the broader scope of
CEQA and the No Net Increase Project Objective.
Nevertheless, it is possible that there would be years when risks from TAC
emissions may not meet the No Net Increase Project Objective threshold if,
for example, risks levels exceed those for which mitigation is already in
place. To address this potential for a temporary increase in risk, and to
further incentivize Chevron to avoid any such temporary increases, in any
year for which the BAAQMD-approved emissions inventory, combined with
annual emission estimates from shipping, results in an increase over Baseline
levels identified in Table 4.3-24 of the three primary risk drivers (DPM,
benzene, and napthalene), then Chevron shall, within 60 days, fund the cost
of the City's preparation of a new health risk assessment to identify whether
these TAC emissions resulted in an increase in risk over Baseline. If that new
risk assessment identifies an increase in risk over Baseline risks, then
Chevron shall contribute an additional $100,000 in further funding for the
Clean Air Improvement Fund identified in this Mitigation Measure 4.3-6b.
This Mitigation Measure 4.3-6b does not create any exception to Chevron's
obligation to fully comply with all mitigation measures included in this EIR,
including but not limited to Mitigation Measure 4.3-6a requiring that risks
from TAC emissions achieve the No Net Increase Project Objective.
6c: Chevron shall monitor designated metals in Facility feedstock and air
emissions and report annually on the correlation, if any, between total annual
designated metal emissions (as reported in the BAAQMD annual emissions
inventory) and average annual concentrations of such metals in feedstocks.
The annual report shall address the following metals of concern: nickel,
vanadium, selenium, cadmium, and mercury.
Additionally, a comprehensive literature search was completed to evaluate
whether metal content would likely increase, either with increased crude oil
sulfur content or with decreasing gravity (BP, 2013; Capline, 2013; Eni, 2012;
Environment Canada, 2008; Exxon, 2013; Satoil, 2013; Total, 2003). The
crude oil data found from various agencies and institutions were evaluated to
investigate the potential relationship between the crude oil sulfur
concentration and the concentration of barium, iron, magnesium, nickel,
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titanium, vanadium, and zinc. Little data were available for mercury, lead,
copper, cadmium, and arsenic.
The analysis consisted of evaluating the potential correlation between sulfur
and the listed metals. A weak statistical relationship was found for the
dependence of barium, iron, nickel, and vanadium on sulfur concentration.
Thus, it is reasonably foreseeable that slight increases in barium, iron, nickel,
and vanadium content of crude oils could occur with higher sulfur content
crude oils expected with the Modernization Project given the weak
correlation. A similar analysis was undertaken for the correlation between
metals and gravity. A weak statistical relationship was found for the
dependence of calcium, iron, magnesium, nickel, and vanadium on gravity
(API). Thus, it is reasonably foreseeable that slight increases in calcium, iron,
magnesium, nickel, and vanadium could occur with lower API crude oils
expected with the Modernization Project given the weak correlation.
This EIR accordingly concludes that it is possible that the crude oils
processed by the Facility if the Modernization Project is implemented could
contain relatively higher concentrations of vanadium, nickel, barium, iron,
calcium, and magnesium.
The Facility includes catalyst processing steps that are designed to remove
metals from incoming crude oil feedstocks. Metals are generally not present
in refinery fuel gas because the vast majority of this refinery fuel gas has
contacted this demetallation catalyst (or is natural gas that does not contain
metals). Such catalysts would need to be changed somewhat more frequently
if slightly higher metal concentrations occur.
An increase in catalyst changeout may lead to small emissions of metals as a
result of handling the metal-laden catalysts during the changeout process.
Accordingly, metals emissions may rise as a result of changes in the crude
blends.
Because there is considerable variation in the natural metals content of crude
oils, both between different oil production fields and even within fields, it is
not possible to estimate the potential for increased concentrations of metals
in the crude or gas oils processed by the Facility. Metals are TACs, and
contribute to health risks, and any net increase in metal emissions would
also trigger the mitigation measure compliance requirements in Mitigation
Measures 4.3-6a and 4.3-6b, above.
6d: Chevron shall monitor average annual sulfur concentrations in Facility
feedstocks, and report annually on the correlation, if any, between total
annual nitrogen-related CAP and TAC emissions (as reported in the BAAQMD
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annual emissions inventory) and average annual concentrations of nitrogen
in feedstocks.
In the comprehensive evaluation of crude oil constituents completed for this
EIR, a weak statistical relationship was found between increased API gravity
for the type of intermediate range crude oils to be processed at the Facility
following Modernization Project construction and operation relative to the
Baseline gravity level, and the amount of nitrogen present in this heavier end
of the intermediate range, as further described in Appendix 4.3-MET.
If nitrogen content did increase, emissions could also increase, such as
increasing the utilization of the hydrogen plant to supply the additional
hydrogen needed to remove nitrogen during the refining process.
Additionally, the nitrogen content (and therefore NOx emissions) of the
Facility process gas produced and used by Facility process units could
increase.
Full utilization of the hydrogen plant, rather than the hydrogen plant
production levels required to produce the quantity of hydrogen included in
the URM for various scenarios, is already conservatively assumed—and
mitigated for—in this EIR. Increased emissions of nitrogen compounds,
including NOx and nitrogen-related TACs, are not anticipated as part of this
Project, nor is any increase in risk from a nitrogen-related TAC. Any such
increase over Baseline would require compliance with mitigation measures
specified above to ensure compliance with the Project Objective of No Net
Increase in CAPs or risks from TACs.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3-6a through 4.3-6d above would
reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.
Impact 4.3-7: The Modernization Project would allow the Facility to process
crude and gas oils containing higher concentrations of sulfur, which could
result in increased emissions of sulfur-related compounds and TACs. This
impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level after mitigation.
(LTS after Mitigation)
Sulfur removal is an integral part of the refinery process, both to meet low-sulfur
legal mandates and specifications for refined products and to optimize refinery
processing operations that occur following sulfur removal. Gaining the flexibility
to process higher sulfur crude and gas oils is an inherent part of the
Modernization Project.
However, increased emissions of sulfur-related compounds such as SOx are not
anticipated as part of this Project, nor is any increase in risk from a sulfur-related
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TAC. Any such increase over Baseline would require compliance with Mitigation
Measures 4.3-6a through 4.3-6d to ensure compliance with the Project Objective
of No Net Increase in CAPs or risks from TACs.
Mitigation Measure 4.3-7: Chevron shall implement Mitigation Measures
4.3-6a through 4.3-6d.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-7 (Mitigation Measures 4.3-6a
through 4.3-6d) above would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant
level.
4.3.6.2.6 Modernization Project Operational Odor Impacts
Impact 4.3-8: The Modernization Project could result in increased odors from
sulfur-related compounds. This impact would be reduced to a less-thansignificant level after mitigation. (LTS after Mitigation)
Some substances present in products and byproducts of the refining processes
and in materials used by the Facility are known to cause odors. Relevant to the
Modernization Project are such substances as H2S, SO2, and other reduced-sulfur
compounds; NH3; and some organic compounds, including benzene,
naphthalene, and toluene. The potential Project sources of odor are described in
Table 4.3-25.
TABLE 4.3-25

POTENTIAL SOURCES OF ODOR AT THE FACILITY
Odorous
Compounds

Change with
Revised Project?

H2S, SO2

Yes

NH3

Yes

Fugitive component leaks

VOCs

Yes

Storage tanks

VOCs

Yes

VOCs, SO2

No

Odor Source
Sulfur recovery unit (including piping)
Hydrogen plant (including piping); selective
catalytic reduction emission control units

Wastewater treatment plant
Source: Chevron Data Transmittal #21, 2012.

The BAAQMD regulates odors under Regulation 7 of its Rules and Regulations.
The purpose of Regulation 7 is the general control of odorous compounds. All of
the Modernization Project sources are expected to comply with Regulation 7.
Ammonia is mentioned specifically in Regulation 7. H2S is not specifically
mentioned in Regulation 7 other than to direct the reader to Regulation 9,
Rule 2. However, Regulation 7-301 and 302 have project general limit on
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odorous substances and a limit on odorous substances at or beyond the property
line that may apply to H2S emissions.
According to the BAAQMD significance thresholds, a project would have a
significant air quality impact if would result in an additional five or more
confirmed odor complaints per year, averaged over 3 years.
For context, there were 62 confirmed odor complaints filed against Chevron with
BAAQMD between January 1, 2008 and February 18, 2014, which is an average of
10.1 confirmed complaints per year. The odor descriptions associated with
confirmed complaints includes “petroleum/diesel/gasoline/oily,” “burning/
burnt,” “acrid/noxious/chemical,” and “strong/bad/horrible” or another
nonspecific descriptor.
There are two odorous compounds of concern based on existing and reasonably
foreseeable future Refinery Operations:




Hydrogen sulfide, particularly associated with sulfur loading rack activities
and sulfur recovery units. (Separately from the Modernization Project,
Chevron has applied to replace the sulfur loading rack to address reliability
concerns. The new loading rack design will reduce odors relative to the
existing rack.)
Ammonia, particularly associated with hydrogen plant production and the
use of selective catalytic emission reduction units. To control odors, BAAQMD
Regulation 7-303 limits the concentration of NH3 from stacks to 5,000 ppm.
The heaters would comply because the heaters have a limit of 10 ppm NH3 at
3% oxygen in the stack, which is less than 5,000 ppm. It is expected that the
sulfur recovery unit would comply because tests for NH3 at the other sulfur
recovery units have measured concentrations less than 30 ppm 10 at 3%
oxygen (O2). The concentration of NH3 in the stacks of both source categories
will be measured by source test after construction. Therefore, new point
sources of emissions are unlikely to cause odors resulting from NH3.
9F

Additionally, increased Facility utilization would increase use of storage tanks
and associated piping, and increases in emissions associated with filling and
emptying tanks. This increased activity may lead to periodic increases in
hydrocarbon odors.
Mitigation Measure 4.3-8: Chevron shall report annually on odor complaints,
and shall specify where available whether the complaint relates to hydrogen

10

Measured concentration of 10 ppm at 15% O2 was converted into a concentration
at 3% O2 to be consistent with the regulation.
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sulfide, NH3, or an unspecified compound or source. To the extent there is an
increase in odor complaints relative to the number of odor complaints that
occurred during the Baseline, Chevron shall develop and implement an odor
reduction program that includes, at minimum, assigning an odor monitor to
immediately investigate any odor complaint, to ensure that appropriate
action is taken to reduce odors from the affected source, and to document
the implementation and effectiveness of the corrective action. If odor
complaints above Baseline levels persist for more than 2 consecutive years
following operational commencement of the hydrogen plant, Chevron shall
fund a qualified third-party engineering firm to assume responsibility for
immediately investigating odor complaints, prescribing and reporting on the
implementation status of actions taken to reduce odors from the corrected
source, and documenting the implementation and effectiveness of the
corrective action. Chevron shall also comply with the City's odor standards.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-8 above would reduce this impact
to a less-than-significant level.
4.3.6.2.7 Modernization Project Operational Conflicts with Relevant Plans
Impact 4.3-9: The Modernization Project would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the 2010 Bay Area Clean Air Plan. This impact would be
less than significant and no mitigation is necessary. (LTS)
The most recently adopted air quality plan for the Bay Area is the 2010 Clean Air
Plan (Clean Air Plan), which is an update to the BAAQMD’s 2005 Ozone Strategy
to comply with State air quality planning requirements. The Clean Air Plan also
serves as a multi-pollutant air quality plan to protect public health and the
climate. The Clean Air Plan control strategy includes revised, updated, and new
measures in the three traditional control measure categories: stationary sources
measures, mobile source measures, and transportation control measures. In
addition, the Clean Air Plan identifies two new categories of control measures,
including land use and local impact measures and energy and climate measures.
The 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines recommend that consistency with the Clean
Air Plan be used to evaluate plan-level projects (BAAQMD, 2011). This
recommendation is applicable to long range plans (e.g., general plan,
redevelopment plans, specific plans, area plans, community plans, regional
plans, congestion management plans, etc.), (BAAQMD, 2011). The 2010 BAAQMD
CEQA Guidelines do not offer recommendations to determine consistency with
the Clean Air Plan for projects that are not long-range plans. While the
Modernization Project is not a long-range plan, the criteria recommended for
evaluating consistency of plans with the Clean Air Plan are discussed in this
section.
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The 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines recommend the consideration of three
questions:
1. Does the project support the primary goals of the air quality plan;
2. Does the project include applicable control measures from the air quality
plan; and
3. Does the project disrupt or hinder implementation of any Clean Air Plan
control measures?
With regards to the first question, the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines provide a basis
for assessing support of the primary goals:
The primary goals of the 2010 Bay Area Clean Air Plan, the current AQP to
date, are to:






Attain air quality standards;
Reduce population exposure and protect public health in the Bay Area;
and
Reduce GHG emissions and protect the climate.
Any project (i.e. project or plan) that would not support these goals
would not be considered consistent with the 2010 Clean Air Plan. If
approval of a project would not result in significant and unavoidable air
quality impacts, after the application of all feasible mitigation, the project
may be considered consistent with the 2010 Clean Air Plan.

The second question recommended in the 2010 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines for
evaluating consistency with the Clean Air Plan is whether the project includes
applicable control measures from the air quality plan. The Clean Air Plan includes
55 control measures to reduce emissions of PM, PM precursors and other air
pollutants from a wide variety of emission sources. The control measures can be
classified into six main categories: Stationary Source Measures, Mobile Source
Measures, Transportation Control Measures, Land Use and Local Impact
Measures, Energy and Climate Measures, and Further Study Measures. The Clean
Air Plan control measure relevant to construction of the Modernization Project is
Mobile Source Measure MSM C-1 – Construction and Farming Equipment. The
Modernization Project would implement measure MM-AQ-2, Implement
Additional Construction Mitigation Measures, including fleet-wide average 20%
NOx emission reductions for Modernization Project off-road construction
equipment, achieved by options including the use of late model engines, lowemission diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, aftertreatment products, add-on devices such as particulate filters, and/or other
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options as such become available. This is consistent with the Clean Air Plan
Mobile Source Measure C-1, and consequently the Modernization Project does
include applicable control measures from the air quality plan and does meet the
second criterion for consistency with the Clean Air Plan.
The final basis for evaluation consistency with the Clean Air Plan is whether the
Modernization Project would disrupt or hinder implementation of any Clean Air
Plan control measure. The Modernization Project would not affect any Stationary
Source Measures, Transportation Control Measures, Land Use and Local Impact
Measures, Energy and Climate Measures, or Further Study Measures and is
consistent with applicable Transportation Control Measures.
The Modernization Project therefore would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the Clean Air Plan. The Modernization Project’s impacts
relative to the goals of the Clean Air Plan would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measure 4.3-9: None required.

4.3.7 Cumulative Impacts
This section evaluates cumulative impacts on air quality, and includes an
evaluation of CAPs and TACs, under the BAAQMD significance thresholds and
under an additional Disparate Impact Threshold. The Modernization Project
would not cause any significant cumulative CAP or TAC-related impacts under
either threshold.
4.3.7.1 BAAQMD Cumulative Impacts Significance Thresholds
BAAQMD's CEQA Guidelines establish numerical criteria for determining when an
emissions increase is considered cumulatively considerable and thus triggers the
need for a quantitative cumulative impacts assessment.
In developing thresholds of significance for air pollutants, BAAQMD considered
the emission levels for which a project‘s individual emissions would be
cumulatively considerable. If a project does not exceed the identified significance
thresholds, its emissions would not be cumulatively considerable, resulting in
less-than-significant air quality impacts on the region‘s existing air quality
conditions. Therefore, additional analysis to assess cumulative impacts is
unnecessary.
For TACs, the Modernization Project would have a cumulatively considerable
impact if Modernization Project emissions would result in:



Non-compliance with a qualified risk reduction plan; or
An excess cancer risk level of 10 per million; or
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A non-cancer HI of greater than 1.0; or
An incremental increase of greater than 0.3 µg/m3 annual average emission
of PM2.5.

Based on the Modernization Project-level analysis included above, the
Modernization Project would not have a cumulatively considerable impact based
on these BAAQMD criteria because:



There is no qualified risk reduction plan in effect for the Facility, Richmond,
or Contra Costa County.
The Modernization Project would not cause any net increase in cancer risk, or
acute or chronic health risks, and thus is not cumulatively considerable for
CEQA purposes.

Because the Modernization Project would not result in any significant adverse
impact in short-term construction impacts, or any increase in CAPs or risks from
TACs above the Baseline level, it would not contribute to any potential adverse
cumulative air impact. Richmond will continue to be eligible for the CARE
community program based on existing ambient air pollution levels that would
not be changed by the Modernization Project.
4.3.7.2 Additional Community and Disparate Impact Analysis
In addition to evaluating Modernization Project impacts based on BAAQMD's
significance thresholds, the Modernization Project was evaluated based on the
public health, economic, demographic, educational, and other factors considered
in the Cal/EPA CalEnviroScreen. CalEnviroScreen ranks zip codes based on a
formula that aggregates a diverse group of pollutants, socio-economic data, and
other factors into a single scalable value. Cal/EPA uses this tool to help
determine which portions of the State have higher pollution burdens and
vulnerabilities than other areas, and therefore are most in need of assistance.
Here, it is also used to help evaluate the potential for disproportionate impacts.
The zip codes surrounding the Facility rank in the higher percentage level of
CalEnviroScreen.
Also, as described in Section 4.3.2.1.4.2, the City of Richmond was also
designated by BAAQMD as a CARE community, based on a combination of the
TAC emissions, locations of sensitive populations, and income levels.
In 2006, the Pacific Institute prepared a study to conduct neighborhood research
for economic and environmental health and justice in Richmond, North
Richmond, and San Pablo (The Pacific Institute, 2009). The report focused on the
westernmost communities of Contra Costa County and the City of Richmond,
including North Richmond, Parchester Village, Iron Triangle, Atchison Village,
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Santa Fe, Coronado, Belding Woods, Shields-Reid, and West San Pablo. It found
that these neighborhoods are culturally diverse and economically disadvantaged,
and include approximately 47,000 residents, 90% of whom are people of color,
with a median household income of $32,000.
According to the Pacific Institute report, these neighborhoods also struggle with
many economic, social, and environmental challenges. The report states that
West County has numerous sources of environmental pollution, including
General Chemical; the Facility; the Port of Richmond; two rail yards; an older,
possibly lead-contaminated housing stock; and several abandoned brownfield
sites. In addition, two major freeways, I-80 and I-580, traverse West County.
According to the 2007 Contra Costa County Community Health Indicators
Report, Community Health Indicators for Contra Costa County (Contra Costa
Health Services, 2007), San Pablo and Richmond mothers have higher
proportions of low birth weight babies than the county rate overall. People living
in San Pablo and Richmond are more likely to die from cancer and heart disease
compared to the county overall. Diabetes disproportionately affects the people in
these communities as well, with deaths from diabetes more than twice as likely
here than the surrounding county. According to this County report, Children
living in Richmond and San Pablo are also hospitalized for asthma at almost
twice the rate of children in the rest of the county.
As discussed above, the Modernization Project as proposed would achieve
Chevron's No Net Increase Project Objectives for CAPs and for risks from TACs,
with implementation of the mitigation measures set forth in this Section 4.3, Air
Quality.

4.3.8 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
4.3.8.1 Summary of CEQA Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Obligations
CEQA requires the City, as the lead agency, to adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program to ensure implementation of mitigation measures and
conditions of project approval that avoid, minimize, or mitigate a significant
adverse impact. CEQA also allows a lead agency to delegate this mitigation
monitoring and reporting obligation to another public agency which accepts the
delegation, but the lead agency remains responsible for assuring that these
measures are implemented. Implementation of Project Design Features is
required as a mitigation measure, and implementation of all mitigation measures
would be required as a condition of Modernization Project approval.
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4.3.8.2 BAAQMD Role in Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
The City has requested, and BAAQMD has agreed, to monitor Chevron's
implementation of the air quality Project Design Features and mitigation
measures identified in this EIR. Monitoring emissions and assuring compliance
with the NNI Project Objective will require expert advice from BAAQMD,
particularly to assure that future changes in methodologies for calculating
emissions are taken into account to assure that actual emission reductions occur
in sufficient quantities to remain at or below Baseline for CAPs, and for risks
from TACs, and to ensure that there is an “apples-to-apples” comparison between
Baseline emissions and future emission reductions.
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A'Becket

21163 Patriot Way

Cupertino

CA

95014-5707
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1870 Jackson St Apt 502

San Francisco

CA

94109-2823

3 Keren

Abra

143 Judson Ave

San Francisco

CA
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5223 Wendell Ln

Sebastopol

CA
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138 Cortland Ave
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CA
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CA
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Adams

709 Estancia Way
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CA
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1625 Petri Pl

San Jose
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1775 Ellie Ct
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CA
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225 26th Ave # C

San Francisco

CA

94121-1126
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Adkin

515 Clardy Pl
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CA
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2748 35th Ave
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CA
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Aguilar

977 Clark Ave
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CA
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94117-1254

17 Ed & Jean
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2820 Brittan Ave

San Carlos

CA
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486 Arlington St

San Francisco

CA
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San Mateo

CA
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1235 Waller St Apt 10

San Francisco

CA

94117-2969
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Albert

101 Carmel St Apt 3

San Francisco

CA
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Albonni

1949 Chestnut St Apt 304

San Francisco

CA

94123-2836
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2709 Dwight Way
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CA
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Alegre

Berkeley

Berkeley

CA

94705-2164
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Aleskovski

2444 Road 20

San Pablo

CA
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745 Racquet Club Cir

Rohnert Park

CA
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1960 Clay St Apt 304

San Francisco

CA
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Alexander

9073 Craydon Cir

San Ramon

CA
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Alexander

1800 Broadway
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CA
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5420 Corbett Cir

Santa Rosa

CA
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PO Box 725

Fairfax

CA

94978-0725
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34 Belinda

Allen

9442 Saddler Dr
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CA
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Allen

308 Jacqueline Dr

Santa Rosa

CA
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36 Craig

Allen
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Palo Alto

CA
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Palo Alto

CA
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2045 Victorine Rd

Livermore

CA
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Petaluma

CA
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Los Gatos

CA
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576 Santa Clara Ave
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CA
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1281 San Juan Ave

San Jose
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327 1/2 Fillmore St

San Francisco

CA
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Amato

2091 San Luis Ave Apt 10

Mountain View

CA
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Amato

5033 Midway Rd
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1325 McGregor Ave
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1325 McGregor Ave
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CA
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1762 Devonshire Dr
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CA

94510-1728

49 Krishna

Ammini

713 Borello Way

Mountain View

CA

94041-2501

50 Vic

Amoroso

PO Box 537

Bolinas

CA

94924-0537

51 Emmanuel

Ananda

175 Captain Nurse Cir

Novato

CA

94949-6436

52 Dale

Anania

1819 Curtis St

Berkeley

CA

94702-1617

53 Kristine

Andarmani

19616 Ladera Ct

Saratoga

CA

95070-3329

54 Jon

Anderholm

1600 Niestrath Rd

Cazadero

CA

95421-9580

55 Jon

Anderholm

1600 Niestrath Rd

Cazadero

CA

95421-9580
94973

56 Mary

Andersen

7 Maple Road

Woodacre

CA

57 Elizabeth

Anderson

1237 Charmwood Square

San Jose

CA

95011-0734

58 Evie

Anderson

623 El Arroyo Pl

Novato

CA

94949-6260

59 Jeff

Anderson

105 Marin St

San Rafael

CA

94901-4944

60 Karen

Anderson

5390 Troy Ave

Fremont

CA

94536-7231

61 Marcia

Anderson

921 Benton St

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-3801

62 Marcia

Anderson

921 Benton St

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-3801

63 Peter

Anderson

19 Claus Dr

Fairfax

CA

94930-1277
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64 Corlissa

Andis

15 Queso Ct

Fremont

CA

94539-3044

65 August

Andrews

4341 Edgewood Ave

Oakland

CA

94602-1315

66 Frank

Andrews

247 D St Apt 104

San Rafael

CA

94901-5036

67 Lauren

Ankersmit

907 Shattuck Ave

Berkeley

CA

94707-2438

68 Tina

Ann

PO Box 265

Bolinas

CA

94924-0265

69 Rosa

Antoine

5210 Terner Way Apt 317

San Jose

CA

95136-4160

70 Holly

Anton

PO Box 2564

Sebastopol

CA

95473-2564

71 Georgia

Antonopoulos

1880 Pleasant Hill Rd

Pleasant Hill

CA

94523-4027

72 Devon

Apple

38219 Fremont Blvd

Fremont

CA

94536-6020

73 Robert

Applebaum

3229 Lake Albano Cir

San Jose

CA

95135-1424

74 C

Arcieri

315 Arreba St

Martinez

CA

94553-2507
95131-2787

75 Barbara

Ardrey

2019 Pollen Ct

San Jose

CA

76 Lani

Arellanes

545 Elmwood Dr

Petaluma

CA

94954-6619

77 Marcie

Arens

1298 E 3rd St

Benicia

CA

94510-2804

78 Beth Van

Arkel

4101 Norton Ave

Oakland

CA

94602-4015

79 Joan

Armer

1700 De Anza Blvd Apt 114

San Mateo

CA

94403-3967

80 Lynn

Armstrong

408 Seaview Dr

El Cerrito

CA

94530-3349

81 Marsha

Armstrong

777 Knowles Dr Ste 6

Los Gatos

CA

95032-1417

82 Noah

Armstrong

824 Calero Ave

San Jose

CA

95123-3814

83 Noah

Armstrong

824 Calero Ave

San Jose

CA

95123-3814

84 Rebecca

Armstrong

78 Fairmount Ave Apt 203

Oakland

CA

94611-5911

85 Diana

Arntz

18399 Half Moon St

Sonoma

CA

95476-4865

86 Elaine

Aron

28 Marinero Cir

Tiburon

CA

94920-1653

87 Reevyn

Aronson

2802 Medford Ave

Redwood City

CA

94061-1269

88 Vinu

Arumugham

4859 Rahway Dr

San Jose

CA

95111-3843

89 Karen

Asbelle

11101 Kerrigan Dr

Oakland

CA

94605-5413

90 Martha

Ashton-Sikora

1911 Buena Vista Ave

Alameda

CA

94501-7919
94109-1876

91 Catherine

Ashworth

2440 Van Ness Ave

San Francisco

CA

92 Kelly

Aughenbaugh

2451 Ridge Rd

Berkeley

CA

94709-1211

93 Sylvia

Augustiniok

3548 18th St Apt 3

San Francisco

CA

94110-1635

94 Lynton

Auld

1527 Mathias Pl

Rohnert Park

CA

94928-8175

95 Linda

Aurichio

1156 Arch St

Berkeley

CA

94708-1615

96 Samuel

Austin

15880 Fern Way

Guerneville

CA

95446-9326

97 Debra

Avanche

127 E Shiloh Rd

Santa Rosa

CA

95403-1254

98 Debra

Avanche

127 E Shiloh Rd

Santa Rosa

CA

95403-1254

99 Erin

Axelrod

522 E D St

Petaluma

CA

94952-3212

100 Christopher

Aycock

2663 24th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94116-3039

101 Nan

Ayers

184 Marina Lakes Dr

Richmond

CA

94804-7455

102 Nan

Ayers

184 Marina Lakes Dr

Richmond

CA

94804-7455

103 Colleen

Ayotte

930 Vicar Ln

San Jose

CA

95117-2577

104 Gonzalo

Azcona

45 Crest Ave

San Anselmo

CA

94960-2560

105 Mari

Azuras

3815 Susan Dr

San Bruno

CA

94066-1117

106 ELMER

BERGER

58 Billou St

San Rafael

CA

94901-5101

107 LIAM

BERGSTROM

1410 Hoover Ct

Alameda

CA

94501-3729

108 Paul

Babbini

303 W 8th St

Santa Rosa

CA

95401-5419

109 Karen

Babbitt

1070 Church St Apt 315

San Francisco

CA

94114-3432

110 Therese

Babineau

2534 Sheldon Dr

El Sobrante

CA

94803-2315

111 Gilda

Baca

7750 Sunwood Dr

Dublin

CA

94568-1852

112 Marisa

Baca

38740 Aurora Ter

Fremont

CA

94536-4464

113 Irene

Bachelder

PO Box 125

Kenwood

CA

95452-0125

114 Helen

Bacon

83 Chula Vista Dr

San Rafael

CA

94901-1204

115 Tamara

Badgley

15 Alturas Way

Mill Valley

CA

94941-4421

116 Karen

Baetz

1995 Honey Locust Ct

Walnut Creek

CA

94595-2209

117 Brenda

Bailey

811 York St Apt 113

Oakland

CA

94610-2107

118 Charles

Bailey

3 Cliffside Dr

Daly City

CA

94015-1042

119 Charmaine

Bailey

670 Funston Ave

San Francisco

CA

94118-3604

120 Dan

Bainbridge

16200 Shannon Rd

Los Gatos

CA

95032-4729

121 Sharon

Baiocchi

2334 Sierra Creek Cir

Santa Rosa

CA

95405-7836

122 Joel

Baker

4972 Edgar Ct Apt 1

San Jose

CA

95118-2757

123 Kelsey

Baker

9 Driftwood Ave

Novato

CA

94945-1729

124 Kelsey

Baker

9 Driftwood Ave

Novato

CA

94945-1729

125 Suzanne

Baker-Shoup

609 Aileen St

Oakland

CA

94609-1609

126 Jaime

Baldner

240 Hudson Bay St

Foster City

CA

94404-3523
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127 Chris

Baldwin

1438 Alameda De Las Pulgas

Redwood City

CA

94061-2402

128 Elaine

Baldwin

7395 Sedgefield Ave

San Ramon

CA

94583-3563

129 Elaine

Baldwin

7395 Sedgefield Ave

San Ramon

CA

94583-3563

130 Tanya

Baldwin

100 Oak Rim Way Apt 16

Los Gatos

CA

95032-3475

131 Nickola

Ballas

675 Cole St Apt 10

San Francisco

CA

94117-2824

132 Nickola

Ballas

675 Cole St Apt 10

San Francisco

CA

94117-2824

133 Ken

Ballinger

351 Redwood Dr

Woodacre

CA

94973

134 Ayana

Baltrip

333 Gonzalez Dr

San Francisco

CA

94132-2345

135 George

Band

PO Box 10966

San Rafael

CA

94912-0966

136 Tina

Banda

426 41st St Apt 2

Oakland

CA

94609-2579

137 Matt

Bango

1300 Oak Creek Dr Apt 316

Palo Alto

CA

94304-2010
95125-3464

138 Clayton

Barbeau

1217 Roycott Way

San Jose

CA

139 Bernadette

Barberini

1404 Sherman St

Alameda

CA

94501-2341

140 Joan

Barbour

354 Greenwich St

San Francisco

CA

94133-3210

141 Alicia

Barela

1 Monroe Ct

Los Gatos

CA

95032-4406

142 Joan

Barisone

2714 Hillside Dr

Burlingame

CA

94010-5662

143 Anne

Barker

417 Woodland Ave

San Rafael

CA

94901-3904

144 Susannah

Barley

7 Hillside Ave

Kentfield

CA

94904-2515

145 Scott

Barlow

1533 Orillia Ct

Sunnyvale

CA

94087-4456

146 Isabelle

Barnard

713 Santa Ynez St

Stanford

CA

94305-8478

147 Carol

Barnes

her

Oakland

CA

94705

148 Joanne

Barnes

960 Ilima Way

Palo Alto

CA

94306-2617

149 Jeri

Barnhill

2860 Austin Creek Rd

Cazadero

CA

95421-9677

150 Anthony

Barreiro

PO Box 40537

San Francisco

CA

94140-0537

151 Bruna

Barresi

2482 20th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94116-2406

152 Andy

Barrett

1256a Folsom St

San Francisco

CA

94103-3817

153 Dorie

Barrett

4631 Quigg Dr Apt 1435

Santa Rosa

CA

95409-8314

154 James

Barrett

115 Rivas Ave

San Francisco

CA

94132-2140

155 Dwight

Barry

3185 Contra Loma Blvd

Antioch

CA

94509-5479

156 Richard

Barshow

2076 Lynwood Ter

San Jose

CA

95128-1440

157 Kate

Bartholomew

3032 Colby St

Berkeley

CA

94705-2027

158 Stephen

Bartlett-Re

1474 Sacramento St Apt 203

San Francisco

CA

94109-4040

159 Katherine

Barton

50 Ariey Ln

Lafayette

CA

94549-1800

160 Susie

Barton

2360 Ohara Ct

San Jose

CA

95133-1823

161 Susie

Barton

2360 Ohara Ct

San Jose

CA

95133-1823

162 Rashida

Basrai

334 Ruth Ave

Mountain View

CA

94043-4115

163 Rashida

Basrai

334 Ruth Ave

Mountain View

CA

94043-4115

164 Lanny

Bass

2 Pointview Ln

Richmond

CA

94806-1999

165 Christine

Bassett

5205 Quayle Ln

Sebastopol

CA

95472-5905

166 ELISABETH

Bathgate

22112 Queen St

Castro Valley

CA

94546-6522

167 David

Batt

863a Mead Ave

Oakland

CA

94607-3443

168 David

Batt

863a Mead Ave

Oakland

CA

94607-3443

169 David

Batt

863a Mead Ave

Oakland

CA

94607-3443

170 Larry

Baugh

2 Pointview Ln

Richmond

CA

94806-1999
94089-2047

171 Edward

Bautista

250 Twinlake Dr

Sunnyvale

CA

172 Cristian

Bayer

340 Schroeder St

Sunnyvale

CA

94085-4333

173 Eric

Bayon

2022 Cirone Way

San Jose

CA

95124-1402

174 Jon

Bazinet

15972 Via Paro

San Lorenzo

CA

94580-2444

175 Andrew

Bear

2003 Rosswood Dr

San Jose

CA

95124-5423

176 Lesley

Beatty

1128 Juanita Ave

Burlingame

CA

94010-3406

177 Cindy

Beckley

3232 Birdsall Ave

Oakland

CA

94619-3310

178 Mark

Beckwith

2931 Ellis St

Berkeley

CA

94703-2107

179 Gail

Bedinger

1175 Vintage Dr

Rio Vista

CA

94571-5100

180 Russ

Beebe

1220 Tasman Dr

Sunnyvale

CA

94089-2440

181 Nicole

Beeck

643 E Saint James St

San Jose

CA

95112-1820

182 Tresca

Behling

3618 Victor Ave

Oakland

CA

94619-1531

183 Bonnie

Behre

739 36th Ave Apt 101

San Francisco

CA

94121-3456

184 Paul

Behringer

118 Glendon Way

Petaluma

CA

94952-5221

185 Behnam And Vida

Behzadi

1042 Celilo Dr

Sunnyvale

CA

94087-4004

186 Keith

Bein

3046 Frye St

Oakland

CA

94602-4039

187 Paul

Bell-Tull

2851 Flannery Rd

San Pablo

CA

94806-1503

188 Paul

Bell-Tull

2851 Flannery Rd

San Pablo

CA

94806-1503

189 Nina

Bellak

510 Dogwood Rd

Bolinas

CA

94924
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190 Joseph

Belli

22100 Pacheco Pass Hwy

Hollister

CA

95023-9545

191 David

Benavides

3637 Gallagher Cir

Antioch

CA

94509-5935

192 Kim

Bender

1522 Harmon St

Berkeley

CA

94703-2620

193 Zoya

Benjamin

400 Pilarcitos Ave

Half Moon Bay

CA

94019-1475

194 Brenda

Bennett

1321 Palm Ave

San Mateo

CA

94402-2439
94606-1350

195 Daniel

Bennett

201 Athol Ave Apt 302

Oakland

CA

196 Michelle

Bennett

238 Princeton St

San Francisco

CA

94134-1314

197 Julie

Benson

1220 Hampel St

Oakland

CA

94602-1112

198 Lisa

Benson

7440 Filice Dr

Gilroy

CA

95020-5504

199 Steven

Berge

Holly View Dr.

Martinez

CA

94553-3457

200 David

Bergen

2426 Benjamin Dr

Mountain View

CA

94043-2710

201 David

Bergen

2426 Benjamin Dr

Mountain View

CA

94043-2710

202 David

Bergen

2426 Benjamin Dr

Mountain View

CA

94043-2710

203 Jaye

Bergen

1123 Tuolumne Ln

Palo Alto

CA

94303-4266

204 Marie

Bergen

195 9th Ave Apt 10

San Francisco

CA

94118-1251

205 Dan

Berger

853 Western Ave

Petaluma

CA

94952-2547

206 Lowell

Bergstedt

350 Bay St

San Francisco

CA

94133-1966

207 Wendy

Berk

PO Box 928

El Granada

CA

94018-0928

208 Madeleine

Berke

PO Box 311

Monte Rio

CA

95462-0311

209 James

Berkheimer

4714 Wadsworth Ct

Fremont

CA

94538-3351

210 Gregory

Berlin

225 Hartford St Apt 3

San Francisco

CA

94114-2589

211 Grenville

Berliner

8200 Oceanview Ter

San Francisco

CA

94132-3268

212 Sara

Berlowitz

711 Avila Pl

El Cerrito

CA

94530-3301

213 Beverly

Berman

135 Verde Mesa Dr

Danville

CA

94526-1636

214 Elena

Berman

25 Moonbeam Dr

Mountain View

CA

94043-1934

215 Juliann

Berman

508 Nimitz Ave

Redwood City

CA

94061-4228

216 Steven

Berman

2424 Spaulding Ave Apt 8

Berkeley

CA

94703-1665

217 Royal

Bernhagen

518 30th Ave

San Mateo

CA

94403-3204

218 Barbara

Bernhart

262 Greenview Dr

Daly City

CA

94014-3460

219 Marcy

Berruezo

1647 York St

Napa

CA

94559-1605

220 Judy

Bertelsen

PO Box 2774

Berkeley

CA

94702-0774

221 Joshua

Beth

1484 76th Ave

Oakland

CA

94621-2709

222 Ryan

Bettilyon

1540 Hearst Ave Apt 4

Berkeley

CA

94703-1249

223 Emily

Betts

403 Broadway St

Petaluma

CA

94952-2408

224 Marcia

Bever

699 Central Ave

Menlo Park

CA

94025-2606

225 Dalia

Beyer

555 Headlands Ct

Sausalito

CA

94965-3055

226 Sandra

Beyerle

205 E 3rd Ave

San Mateo

CA

94401-4051

227 Nina

Bhaisa

18660 Medicus Ct

Cupertino

CA

95014-3821
94708-1348

228 Barbara

Bibel

787 Euclid Ave

Berkeley

CA

229 Arthur

Bierman

1936 Leavenworth St

San Francisco

CA

94133-2527

230 Allen

Biggs

285 Irwin St

San Rafael

CA

94901-5230
94131-2715

231 Marty

Bigos

141 Fairmount St

San Francisco

CA

232 Eileen

Bill

1511 La Esplanada Pl Apt 426

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-5972

233 Melinda

Bimberg

477 Baden Ave Apt 4

South San Francisco

CA

94080-4624

234 Charles

Binckley

127 Cottage Ave Apt C

Point Richmond

CA

94801-3893

235 Avital

Binshtock

898 La Gonda Way

Danville

CA

94526-1709

236 Avital

Binshtock

85 2nd St

San Francisco

CA

94105-3459

237 Sandra

Bird

201 McAllister Ave

Kentfield

CA

94904-1620

238 Frank

Bish

1233 Wyoming Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95405-7353

239 Mark

Bishop

228 N 6th St

San Jose

CA

95112-5426

240 Sue

Bishop

2378 Branner Dr

Menlo Park

CA

94025-6304

241 Allyson

Bishop, Ph.D.

832 Page St

San Francisco

CA

94117-2313

242 Carlin

Black

5881 Castano Dr

San Jose

CA

95129-3062

243 Teresa

Black

4280 Redwood Hwy Ste 4

San Rafael

CA

94903-2600

244 Tara

Blackburn

PO Box 422

Tomales

CA

94971-0422

245 Hill

Blackett III

117 Requa Rd

Piedmont

CA

94611-4037

246 Pat

Blackwell-Marchant

5737 Medallion Ct

Castro Valley

CA

94552-1708

247 Abram

Blackwood

7295 Longmont Loop

Castro Valley

CA

94552-5267

248 Stephanie

Blair

9533 Wellington Cir

Windsor

CA

95492-8529

249 Amanda

Blatchford

1968 Elinora Dr

Pleasant Hill

CA

94523-2828

250 Imogene

Blatz

19582 Northampton Dr

Saratoga

CA

95070-3331

251 Patricia

Blevins

1248 Bryan Ave

San Jose

CA

95118-1808

252 Michael

Blimline

1534 S Wolfe Rd

Sunnyvale

CA

94087-4854
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253 Ruth

Block

5722 Huntington Ave

Richmond

CA

254 Barbara

Blong

321 Bartlett St

San Francisco

CA

94804-5508
94110-3805

255 Jan

Blum

2160 Leavenworth St Apt 201

San Francisco

CA

94133-2589

256 Frances

Blythe

555 Morgan Ln

Dixon

CA

95620-2464

257 Barbara

Bocca

2053 E Bayshore Rd

Redwood City

CA

94063-4118

258 Richard

Bock

846 Norvell St

El Cerrito

CA

94530-2945

259 Sondra

Boes

1640 Manton Ct

Campbell

CA

95008-5123

260 Larry

Boggs

PO Box 11821

San Rafael

CA

94912-1821

261 Ronald

Bogin

2605 Edwards Ave

El Cerrito

CA

94530-1424

262 Hope

Boije

6751 Longwalk Dr

Oakland

CA

94611-1722

263 Diane

Bolman

334 Ignacio Valley Cir

Novato

CA

94949-5598

264 Rick

Bonilla

127 11th Ave

265 Gregory

Booth

266 Joan

Borame

145 Colusa Ave

San Mateo

CA

94401-4310

1 Richmond

CA

94805-1225

El Cerrito

CA

94530-4118

267 Judith

Borcz

PO Box 620509

Redwood City

CA

94062-0509

268 Gary

Boren

501 Guerrero St Apt 6

San Francisco

CA

94110-1046

269 Ingo

Bork

115 Beacon St

Mountain View

CA

94040-1330

270 Aldo

Borzoni

3551 Wildwood Ln

Lafayette

CA

94549-4319

271 Wolf

Bostedt

642 Poirier St.

CA

94609

272 Lawrence

Bouett

440 Moraga Way

Orinda

CA

94563-4008

273 Cyril

Bouteille

960 Bonita Ave

Mountain View

CA

94040-2619

274 Avis

Boutell

50 Bernal Ave

Moss Beach

CA

94038-9789
94565-6776

275 John

Bowden

733 Caskey St

Bay Point

CA

276 Rosemary

Bower

6502 Morris Ave

El Cerrito

CA

94530-1745

277 Kim

Bowman

718 Samoa Ln

Novato

CA

94947-5284

278 Janice

Boyce

1853 San Juan Ave

Berkeley

CA

94707-1621

279 N Edward

Boyce

275 Los Ranchitos Rd Apt 127

San Rafael

CA

94903-3677

280 Barbara

Boyd

4023 Star Ridge Rd

Hayward

CA

94542-1323

281 Ernest

Boyd

1069 Greco Ave

Sunnyvale

CA

94087-2747

282 Esther

Boyd

7 Colby St

San Francisco

CA

94134-1136

283 David

Boyer

135 Mosher Way

Palo Alto

CA

94304-2418

284 James

Boyer

2510 47th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94116-2605

285 Rebecca

Boyer

5013 Mozart Dr

El Sobrante

CA

94803-2760

286 Lea

Boyle

14 Roberts Ct

Danville

CA

94526-2238

287 Patricia

Boyle

510 Sand Hill Cir

Menlo Park

CA

94025-7108

288 John

Bradfield

648 Waller St Apt 1

San Francisco

CA

94117-3354

289 Mark

Bradley

2478 Olivera Rd

Concord

CA

94520-1629

290 Janice

Bradshaw

1957 Windmill Cir

Santa Rosa

CA

95403-6932

291 Sylvia

Brallier

5336 Brookwood Ct

El Sobrante

CA

94803-3886

292 Tim

Brand

827 Standish Rd

Pacifica

CA

94044-4156

293 Kerreen

Brandt

950 Las Pavadas Ave

San Rafael

CA

94903-3311

294 Karen

Brant

1112 Cole St

San Francisco

CA

94117-4320

295 Sandy

Brassard

3804 23rd St

San Francisco

CA

94114-3321

296 Sandy

Brassard

3804 23rd St

San Francisco

CA

94114-3321

297 Eric

Bratcher

26626 Voltaire St

Hayward

CA

94544-3521

298 Scott

Braun

1161 Western Ave

Petaluma

CA

94952-1740

299 Nina

Bravo

830 B St

San Rafael

CA

94901-3003

300 Elizabeth

Brawley

PO Box 454

Sausalito

CA

94966-0454

301 Derek & Roz

Bray

101 2nd St Apt 14

Los Altos

CA

94022-2749

302 Suzannah

Bray

244 Best Ave

San Leandro

CA

94577-2706

303 Diane

Brazil

3178 Fowler Rd

San Jose

CA

95135-1104

304 Christine

Brazis

10 Appleton Ave

San Francisco

CA

94110-5805

305 Joseph

Breazeale

1759 Westwood Dr

Concord

CA

94521-1233

306 Joan

Breiding

PO Box 170625

San Francisco

CA

94117-0625

307 Susan

Breitbard

765 Chimalus Dr

Palo Alto

CA

94306-2712

308 Tim

Brellow

PO Box 855

Guerneville

CA

95446-0855

309 Mars

Breslow

2174 California St Apt J

San Francisco

CA

94115-2835

310 Cheryl

Brewster

484 Vassar Ave

Berkeley

CA

94708-1216

311 Rachel

Bridges

3826 Painted Pony Rd

Richmond

CA

94803-2131

312 Janice

Briggs

421 Roanoke Dr

Martinez

CA

94553-6240

313 Janice

Briggs

421 Roanoke Dr

Martinez

CA

94553-6240

314 Vince

Brim

2694 Roundhill Dr

Alamo

CA

94507-2311

315 Sarah

Brinker

2285 Broadway St Apt 2

San Francisco

CA

94115-1243
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316 Ferdinand

Brislawn

8 Fairview Ave

Piedmont

CA

317 Elaine

Brisson

42 Westgate Cir

Santa Rosa

CA

94610-1016
95401-9014

318 Ayana

Britt

PO Box 462

Petaluma

CA

94953-0462

319 David

Britt

2109 Junction Ave

El Cerrito

CA

94530-1729

320 Bill

Britton

3963 California Way

Livermore

CA

94550-3617
94611-2012

321 Robert

Brixner

6258 Crown Ave

Oakland

CA

322 Linda

Brockett

3015 E Bayshore Rd Spc 407

Redwood City

CA

94063-4114

323 Linda

Brockett

3015 E Bayshore Rd Spc 407

Redwood City

CA

94063-4114
94904-2612

324 Vivien

Bronshvag

330 Goodhill Rd

Kentfield

CA

325 Liz

Brooking

3045 Jackson St Apt 202

San Francisco

CA

94115-1045

326 K

Brooks

1501 Blossom Hill Rd

San Jose

CA

95118-3301

327 Claire

Broome

26 Northgate Ave

Berkeley

CA

94708-2008

328 K

Brooms

PO Box 99024

Emeryville

CA

94662-9024

329 Samuel

Broude

Brookpark Rd

Oakland

CA

94619-3504

330 Byron

Brown

139 Ashbury Ave

El Cerrito

CA

94530-4110

331 Earl

Brown

2105 Vista Del Rio St

Crockett

CA

94525-1041
94606-1338

332 Rachael

Brown

243 Athol Ave Apt 1

Oakland

CA

333 Robert C

Brown

355 Elm St

San Carlos

CA

94070-2214

334 Roger

Brown

7940 Bodega Ave

Sebastopol

CA

95472-3540

335 Stephen

Brown

2112 Carleton St

Berkeley

CA

94704-3214

336 Susan

Brown

123 Main Street

Anytown

CA

12345

337 Vera

Brown

6 Barcelona Cir

Redwood City

CA

94065-1338

338 Paul

Brusaschetti

6724 Pinehaven Rd

Oakland

CA

94611-1014

339 Linda

Bryant

69 N Willard Ave

San Jose

CA

95126-2816

340 Linda

Bryant

69 N Willard Ave

San Jose

CA

95126-2816

341 Veronique

Bucherre

15 Highland Blvd

Kensington

CA

94707-1029

342 Katherine

Buckley-Smith

681 33rd St

Richmond

CA

94804-1537

343 Ethan

Buckner

1822 Berkeley Way Apt 1

Berkeley

CA

94703-1595

344 Sharon

Budde

1171 Discovery Way

Concord

CA

94521-5005

345 Linda

Budowski

2001 Drake Dr

Oakland

CA

94611-2608

346 Joseph

Buhowsky

83 Tahoe Ct

San Ramon

CA

94582-4865

347 Joseph

Buhowsky

83 Tahoe Ct

San Ramon

CA

94582-4865

348 Eugene

Bunch

2146 Alameda Ave Apt D

Alameda

CA

94501-4340

349 Kathleen

Bungarz

PO Box 30227

Walnut Creek

CA

94598-9227

350 Kevin

Bunnell

1570 Golden Gate Ave Apt 5

San Francisco

CA

94115-4501

351 Christine

Burckhardt

17 3rd St

San Rafael

CA

94901-3544

352 Bitsa

Burger

PO Box 995

Novato

CA

94948-0995

353 Barbara

Burgess

2064 Lernhart St

Napa

CA

94559-4441

354 Diane

Burgess

16690 Fountain Ave

Morgan Hill

CA

95037-3814

355 Ken

Burke

21228 Gary Dr Apt 417

Hayward

CA

94546-6148

356 Russell

Burke

16700 Guernewood Rd

Guerneville

CA

95446-9797

357 Paul

Burks

574 Woodbine Dr

San Rafael

CA

94903-2428

358 Ruth

Burman

7 Portofino Ct

San Carlos

CA

94070-3558

359 Edward

Burtner

7024 Trenton Rd

Forestville

CA

95436-9208

360 Richard

Bush

1806 Martin Luther King Jr Way

Berkeley

CA

94709-2227

361 Patricia

Busk

123 Turquoise Way

San Francisco

CA

94131-1639

362 Julie

Bussgang

1545 Channing Way

Berkeley

CA

94703-1649

363 Maria

Bustamante

PO Box 6212

Albany

CA

94706-0212

364 C

Butler

833 Limerick Ln

Healdsburg

CA

95448-9509

365 Janet

Butler

2260 Santa Clara Ave

Alameda

CA

94501-4484

366 Mark

Butler

PO Box 249

Bolinas

CA

94924-0249

367 Mark

Butler

PO Box 249

Bolinas

CA

94924-0249

368 John

Butterworth

228 N San Mateo Dr Apt 4

San Mateo

CA

94401-2663

369 Nancy

Byers

2009 Prince St

Berkeley

CA

94703-2518

370 Leanne

Bynum

300 Stony Point Rd Apt 159

Santa Rosa

CA

95401-5952

371 Phil

C'de Baca

1905 Hillside Blvd

Colma

CA

94014-2872

372 Yvonne

Cabrales

4724 Brookdale Ave

Oakland

CA

94619-2508

373 Patricia

Cachopo

2337 Harrison St

Santa Clara

CA

95050-4416

374 Annette

Cadosi Wilson

1421 W Dry Creek Rd

Healdsburg

CA

95448-9131

375 Wendy

Caesar-Dare

2435 Grant St Apt 6

Berkeley

CA

94703-1951

376 Gay

Cain

PO Box 807

Woodacre

CA

94973-0807

377 Liz

Caine

2254 San Antonio Ave Apt 2

Alameda

CA

94501-4947

378 Jane

Calame

77 7th Ave Apt A

San Francisco

CA

94118-1272
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379 Sarah

Caldwell

126 Leland St

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-4030

380 Charles & Khin

Calhoun

2459 Post St

San Francisco

CA

94115-3310

381 Christine

Caliandro

833 Shady Oak Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-6825

382 Jane

Callaway

4921 Sea Wolf Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95409-3526

383 Carolyn

Camden

175 Elm Ave

Larkspur

CA

94939-2038

384 Stephanie

Cameron

1880 Lowana Cir

Concord

CA

94521-1437

385 Sharon

Camhi

895 24th Ave Apt 5

San Francisco

CA

94121-3738

386 Anna

Campa

19424 Hathaway Ave

Hayward

CA

94541-2382
94110-5530

387 Donna

Canali

148 Bocana St

San Francisco

CA

388 Sue

Canavan

4714 Woodview Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95405-8747

389 Chris

Candell

7014 Homewood Dr

Oakland

CA

94611-1409

390 Andrew

Canepa

1495 Olive Ave

Richmond

CA

94805-1623

391 Shawnee

Canjura

1559 8th St

Oakland

CA

94607-1962

392 Mariateresa

Canosa

1740 Broadway St Spc 2

Vallejo

CA

94589-2229

393 M.

Canter

167 Blackfield Dr

Tiburon

CA

94920-2036

394 Karen

Cappa

581 Santa Alicia Dr

Rohnert Park

CA

94928-5002

395 E.

Carden

4424 Anza St

San Francisco

CA

94121-2712

396 Suzanne

Carder

114 12th Ave

San Mateo

CA

94402-2420

397 Lisa

Carey

2220 Sacramento St

Berkeley

CA

94702-1978

398 Nancy

Carey

77 Solano Sq # 154

Benicia

CA

94510-2712

399 Jane

Carleton

1236 Walker Ave Apt 307

Walnut Creek

CA

94596-4841

400 Cynthia

Carley

300 Occidental Ave Apt 7

Burlingame

CA

94010-5165

401 D

Carlson

942 S G St

Livermore

CA

94550-4673

402 M

Carlstroem

2150 Allston Way Ste 460

Berkeley

CA

94704-1375

403 Alan

Carlton

2208 Pacific Ave

Alameda

CA

94501-1429

404 Victor

Carmichael

5005 Palmetto Ave

Pacifica

CA

94044-1052

405 Gary

Carpenter

2707 Belmont Canyon Rd

Belmont

CA

94002-1204

406 David

Carr

224 Castro St

Richmond

CA

94801-2015

407 Stephen

Carrillo

907 Adams St Apt C

Albany

CA

94706-2055

408 Kathryn

Carroll

2645 Camino Lenada

Oakland

CA

94611-3003

409 Charles

Carroux

2203 Hastings Dr

Belmont

CA

94002-3369

410 Tamar

Carson

510 62nd St

Oakland

CA

94609-1210

411 Diane

Carter

401 Hickory Ln

San Rafael

CA

94903-2437

412 Michelle

Carter

1736 Dolores St

San Francisco

CA

94110-5439

413 Edwin

Carvel

1155 Jones St

San Francisco

CA

94109-4225

414 Greg

Casini

255 Lee St Apt 3

Oakland

CA

94610-4238

415 Greg

Casini

85 2nd St

San Francisco

CA

94105-3459

416 Lea & David

Casini

28083 Ziele Creek Dr

Hayward

CA

94542-2425

417 Michael

Cass

31 Lakeview Ct

Novato

CA

94947-4766

418 Gracie

Castillo

738 Wasatch Dr

Fremont

CA

94536-1860

419 Gracie

Castillo

738 Wasatch Dr

Fremont

CA

94536-1860

420 Jorge

Castillo

1960 Broadway

San Francisco

CA

94109-2216

421 Marisa

Castillo

109 Brazil Ave

San Francisco

CA

94112-2065

422 Gail

Caswell

839 Post St Apt 208

San Francisco

CA

94109-6047

423 Cheryl

Catron

580 Ahwanee Ave Spc 62

Sunnyvale

CA

94085-3124

424 Clover

Catskill

1730 Glen Ct

Pinole

CA

94564-2102

425 Clover

Catskill

1730 Glen Ct

Pinole

CA

94564-2102

426 Richard

Caudill

839 Loyalton Dr

Campbell

CA

95008-5139

427 Erin

Caughman

1938 33rd Ave

San Francisco

CA

94116-1125

428 Eric

Cavallari

2403 Adeline St

Oakland

CA

94607-2424

429 Bonnie

Cediel

858 Euclid Ave

Berkeley

CA

94708-1306

430 Tristan

Celayeta

70 Mirabel Ave

Mill Valley

CA

94941-2745
94941-2745

431 Tristan

Celayeta

70 Mirabel Ave

Mill Valley

CA

432 Marilyn

Centoni

730 Barron Ave

Redwood City

CA

94063-3951

433 Jayne

Cerny

PO Box 241

Inverness

CA

94937-0241

434 Ranjit

Chacko

1673 1/2 Hayes St

San Francisco

CA

94117-1326

435 Clive

Chafer

754 Rand Ave Apt 5

Oakland

CA

94610-2237

436 Allegra

Chambers

675 Sycamore St

Oakland

CA

94612-1138

437 Susan

Champion

703 Mariposa Ave

Rodeo

CA

94572-1211

438 Arthur

Chan

3727 Northridge Dr

Concord

CA

94518-1646
94952-2417

439 Kaye

Chandler

301 Dana St

Petaluma

CA

440 Julie

Chang

6537 Shattuck Ave

Oakland

CA

94609-1017

441 Bruce

Chapman

6318 Wine Valley Station

Napa

CA

94581
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442 Myrna

Chapman

450 E Strawberry Dr Apt 51

Mill Valley

CA

94941-3220

443 Dawn

Chase

785 Wildwood Ln

Palo Alto

CA

94303-3120

444 Janelle

Chase

1888 San Jose Ave

San Francisco

CA

94112-2459

445 Mary

Chase

1000 Cabro Rdg

Novato

CA

94947-3714

446 Mary

Chase

1092 Noe St

San Francisco

CA

94114-3340
95120-4865

447 Joan

Chatman

5984 Via Madero Dr

San Jose

CA

448 Linda

Chavez

1026 Addison St

Berkeley

CA

94710-2137

449 Julian

Chazin

13956 San Pablo Ave

San Pablo

CA

94806-5301
94806-5301

450 Julian

Chazin

13956 San Pablo Ave

San Pablo

CA

451 Mildred

Chazin

820 Kains Ave Apt 201

Albany

CA

94706-1671

452 Lois

Cheesman

241 Temelec Cir

Sonoma

CA

95476-8005

453 Melvin

Cheitlin

1661 Pine St Apt 1145

San Francisco

CA

94109-0427

454 Allan

Chen

111 Shepardson Ln

Alameda

CA

94502-6575

455 Nicholas

Cheranich

818 Lathrop St

Napa

CA

94558-5049

456 Katrina

Child

guerrero st

San Francisco

CA

94110-1563

457 Joan

Chin

10162 Bilich Pl

Cupertino

CA

95014-2326
95425-5457

458 Karen

Chinn

134 Douglas Fir Cir

Cloverdale

CA

459 Vanessa

Chirgwin

216 4th St

Rodeo

CA

94572-1405

460 Joseph

Chlubna

PO Box 99

El Granada

CA

94018-0099

461 Kay

Choi

15 Sharon Ct

Daly City

CA

94014-1567

462 Carolyn

Chris

1016 Prague St

San Francisco

CA

94112-4449

463 Carla

Christenson

740 Crespi Dr

Pacifica

CA

94044-3431
94501-4979

464 Catherine

Christian

2269 San Antonio Ave Apt B

Alameda

CA

465 Mary

Christlieb

2529 Tamarisk Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95405-8414

466 Alicia

Chu

140 Kent Ct

San Bruno

CA

94066-3714

467 Lori

Chudacoff

9 Santa Barbara Ave

San Anselmo

CA

94960-1627

468 Joanie

Ciardelli

29 Narragansett Cv

San Rafael

CA

94901-4406

469 Camillo

Cimis

3051 Miwok Way

Clayton

CA

94517-2004

470 Elizabeth

Claman

347 W Bissell Ave

Richmond

CA

94801-3428

471 Dana

Clark

1315 Carlotta Ave

Berkeley

CA

94703-1003

472 Janet

Clark

419 Roberta Ave

Pleasant Hill

CA

94523-3805

473 Julie

Clark

7102 Winter Orchard Ln

Forestville

CA

95436-9110

474 Red

Clark

PO Box 237

Windsor

CA

95492-0237

475 Stephanie

Clark

1884 Premier Pl

Concord

CA

94520-4050

476 Robertta

Clarke

14122 Seven Acres Ln

Los Altos Hills

CA

94022-2620

477 M

Clary

1234 Main Street

Windsor

CA

95403

478 Dorothy J.

Clazie

923 Martin Trl

Daly City

CA

94014-1476

479 P

Cleland

7777 Bodega Ave

Sebastopol

CA

95472-3570

480 Britt

Clemm

2584 Benton St

Santa Clara

CA

95051-3958

481 Whit

Clifton

2700 Sheldon Dr

El Sobrante

CA

94803-2319

482 Devlon

Clouser

10 Madrid Ct

Novato

CA

94949-6367

483 Catherine

Clow

2381 33rd Ave Apt 1

San Francisco

CA

94116-2275

484 Portland

Coates

1537 12th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94122-3503

485 Donald

Coburn

1018 East Ave

Napa

CA

94559-2147

486 Brian

Cocco

101a Prospect Ave

San Francisco

CA

94110-5132

487 Joyce

Cochran

411 15th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94118-2846

488 Dan

Cohen

473 43rd St

Oakland

CA

94609-2139

489 Eileen

Cohen

2162 N Valley St

Berkeley

CA

94702-1948

490 Howard & Barbara

Cohen

3272 Cowper St

Palo Alto

CA

94306-3004
94709-1024

491 Mitch

Cohen

2609 Le Conte Ave

Berkeley

CA

492 Myrna

Cohen

3615 Bercaw Ln

San Jose

CA

95124-2831

493 Susan

Cohen

1214 Stannage Ave

Berkeley

CA

94706-2224
94618-1344

494 Ellen

Cohler

6215 Manoa St

Oakland

CA

495 Kim

Cohlman

37052 2nd St

Fremont

CA

94536-2834

496 Joan

Coke

1505 Fountaingrove Pkwy

Santa Rosa

CA

95403-5755

497 David

Colby

2562 Le Conte Ave

Berkeley

CA

94709-1117

498 Margaret

Cole

14500 Fruitvale Ave Apt 2259

Saratoga

CA

95070-6179

499 Lissa

Coleman

3051 Glendale Ave

Redwood City

CA

94063-3620

500 Matthew

Coleman

3830 Harrison St Apt 201

Oakland

CA

94611-5098

501 Kathryn

Coll

5973 Friar Way

San Jose

CA

95129-4022

502 Carrie

Collins

1325 7th St

Rodeo

CA

94572-1612

503 Monica

Collins

50 Phelan Ave # 324

San Francisco

CA

94112-1898

504 Monica

Collins

50 Phelan Ave # 324

San Francisco

CA

94112-1898
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505 Steven

Collinson

761 Tehama St

San Francisco

CA

506 Deborah

Colotti

1750 Gravenstein Hwy S

Sebastopol

CA

94103-3869
95472-4839

507 Christian

Colvin

199 Fremont St

San Francisco

CA

94105-2245

508 Donna

Comar

309 Skyview Dr

Pleasant Hill

CA

94523-1057

509 William

Combs

20879 Wilbeam Ave Apt 9

Castro Valley

CA

94546-5821

510 David

Comfort

1460 Town and Country Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-3018

511 Jim

Compton

1576 1st Ave

Walnut Creek

CA

94597-2726

512 Deborah

Conant

3330 Leavesley Rd

Gilroy

CA

95020-9000

513 Christopher

Concolino

720 Moraga St Apt 1

San Francisco

CA

94122-4552

514 Alan

Condell

40568 Verne St

Fremont

CA

94538-3345

515 Jai

Conley

208 Fairhills Dr

San Rafael

CA

94901-1109

516 Len

Conly

1252 Gilman St

Berkeley

CA

94706-2353

517 Makenna

Connolly

501 Murphy Ranch Rd Apt 440

Milpitas

CA

95035-7996

518 Catherine

Connover

151 23rd Ave

San Francisco

CA

94121-1218

519 Carol

Cook

282 La Casa Ave

San Mateo

CA

94403-5015

520 Jerry

Cook

1 Bonanza Dr

Petaluma

CA

94953
95051-6813

521 Trisha

Cooley

3080 McKinley Dr

Santa Clara

CA

522 Chris

Cooper

1258 Sandy Bridges Ct

Hayward

CA

94541-1254

523 Michael

Cooper

1563 Solano Ave # 244

Berkeley

CA

94707-2116

524 Georgette

Cora

4905 Summer Grove Cir

Fairfield

CA

94534-3984

525 Carolyn

Corbelli

1121 Monterey Ave

Berkeley

CA

94707-2724

526 Joseph

Corio

3010 Fulton St

San Francisco

CA

94118-3867

527 Pete

Corkey

575 27th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94121-2810

528 Christopher

Cornish

PO Box 14862

San Francisco

CA

94114-0862

529 Cecil

Corwin

Jones St

San Francisco

CA

94102

530 Sue

Cossins

459 Marin Dr

Burlingame

CA

94010-2724

531 Colleen

Costello Jackovics

120 Rancheria Rd

Kentfield

CA

94904-2836

532 Bruce

Coston

1055 Manhattan Ct

Sunnyvale

CA

94087-1749

533 Kiya

Cote

PO Box 3796

Walnut Creek

CA

94598-0796

534 Jennifer

Coute

4106 Terrace St

Oakland

CA

94611-5162

535 Sandi

Covell

1183 Alemany Blvd

San Francisco

CA

94112-1401

536 Debbie

Cox

4038 Brighton Ave

Oakland

CA

94602-1104

537 Fred

Cox

66 Corwin St Apt 13

San Francisco

CA

94114-2357

538 Lucinda

Cox

1849 24th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94122-4303

539 Molly

Cox

1445 Kingfisher Way

Sunnyvale

CA

94087-3562

540 Jan

Cox Golovich

179 Harbor Vista Ct

Benicia

CA

94510-2741

541 Michael

Craig

PO Box 3238

Santa Rosa

CA

95402-3238

542 Jacqueline

Crank

880 Pepper Rd

Petaluma

CA

94952-9672

543 Theodora

Crawford

1812 Delaware St Apt 302

Berkeley

CA

94703-1304

544 Tracy

Crawford

742 Hayes Ave Apt C

Livermore

CA

94550-3739

545 Janet

Creech

939 Helen Dr

Millbrae

CA

94030-1539

546 John

Cremin

565 Maple Ave

Sunnyvale

CA

94085-3709

547 Julie

Crew

3911 22nd St

San Francisco

CA

94114-3261

548 K

Crompton

7590 Brittain Ave

Sebastopol

CA

95472-3606

549 Constantin

Crontiris

4272 Waycross Ct

Pleasanton

CA

94566-4737

550 Alfred

Cross

350 Arballo Dr

San Francisco

CA

94132-2126

551 Erin

Crowe

419 49th St

Oakland

CA

94609-2101

552 Melinda

Crowe

2100 Buchanan Rd Apt B304

Antioch

CA

94509-4251

553 Judy

Crowner

3748 Skyview Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95403-1602

554 Kermit

Cuff

338 Mariposa Ave Apt 2

Mountain View

CA

94041-1160

555 Denise

Cugini

PO Box 2013

Petaluma

CA

94953-2013

556 Deborah

Cullen

1620 Big Cedar Ln

Sebastopol

CA

95472-5661

557 Matthew

Culmore

172 Cordoba Way

Windsor

CA

95492-8301

558 Ivonne

Curiel

3400 16th St

San Francisco

CA

94114-1794

559 Steven

Curley

1730 Halford Ave Apt 147

Santa Clara

CA

95051-2677

560 Jaime

Currier

2113 Rose St Apt 1

Berkeley

CA

94709-1460

561 Scott

Cuyjet

2 Sullivan Ave

Daly City

CA

94015-1635

562 Alma

D'Epiro

2371 Lincoln Village Dr

San Jose

CA

95125-2736

563 Marisa

D'Souza

4245 Hazeltine Way

Fairfield

CA

94533-7898

564 Rich

Dahlgren

1200 Idylberry Rd

San Rafael

CA

94903-1005

565 Dolores

Dahm

PO Box 898

Cotati

CA

94931-0898

566 Susan

Dailey

1322 Santa Rita Rd

Pleasanton

CA

94566-5644

567 Adrienne

Dair

639 Cambridge St

San Francisco

CA

94134-1637
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568 Marcia

Dale-Lewinter

0000 Don't Mail Me

San Francisco

CA

94115

569 Loring

Dales

544 Vincente Ave

Berkeley

CA

94707-1522

570 Mitch

Dalition

350 Broderick St Apt 415

San Francisco

CA

94117-2279

571 Ida Jane

Dalpino

6 Navajo Ln

Corte Madera

CA

94925-1011

572 Carol

Dalton

114 El Dorado Way

Vacaville

CA

95687-3412
94602-1778

573 Kenneth

Dalwin

1720 Macarthur Blvd Unit 523

Oakland

CA

574 Michele

Daly

2006 Arbor Ave

Belmont

CA

94002-1715

575 Gina

Damerell

2439 McGee Ave

Berkeley

CA

94703-1625
94702-1415

576 Laura

Dane

1818 Franklin St

Berkeley

CA

577 Hilary

Danehy

39438 Zacate Ave

Fremont

CA

94539-3065

578 Tamara

Daney

1000 Leo Way

Oakland

CA

94611-1918

579 Karil

Daniels

2477 Folsom St

San Francisco

CA

94110-2619

580 Rebekah

Daniels

1886 31st Ave

San Francisco

CA

94122-4229

581 Kari

Danskin

1520 Neotomas Ave

Santa Rosa

CA

95405-7504

582 Jean & Andy

Danver

13474 Robleda Rd

Los Altos Hills

CA

94022-3423

583 Chrystie

Danzer

759 N 4th St

San Jose

CA

95112-5015

584 Ahmad

Daoudi

455 E Trimble Rd

San Jose

CA

95131-1230

585 Margaret

Darby

1531 Walnut St

Berkeley

CA

94709-1512

586 Melissa

Darr

3311 Tracy Dr

Santa Clara

CA

95051-6426

587 Evelyn

Daskalakis

7518 Rockway Ave

El Cerrito

CA

94530-3752

588 Evelyn

Daskalakis

7518 Rockway Ave

El Cerrito

CA

94530-3752

589 Carolyn

Daugherty

2675 Silver Stone Ln

Santa Rosa

CA

95407-4564

590 Michael

Daveiga

1215 Almar St

Concord

CA

94518-1309

591 Lawrence

Davidson

6111 Columbia Ave

Richmond

CA

94804-5735

592 Greg

Davies

966 Ordway St

Albany

CA

94706-2143

593 Carla

Davis

777 Meadowsweet Dr Apt 108

Corte Madera

CA

94925-1742

594 J

Davis

944 Market St

San Francisco

CA

94102-4000

595 Melissa

Davis

2400 15th St Apt 8

San Francisco

CA

94114-1270

596 Patricia

Davis

615 Santa Ray Ave

Oakland

CA

94610-1720

597 Randy And Michelle

Davis

155 Lighthouse Way

Vacaville

CA

95688-0100

598 Shellee

Davis

8844 Cypress Ave

Cotati

CA

94931-9629

599 Tim & Vivian

Davis

531 Dolphin Dr

Pacifica

CA

94044-1805

600 William

Davis

32466 Capitola Ct

Union City

CA

94587-5164

601 William

Dayton

638 Ashbury St

San Francisco

CA

94117-2923

602 Alejandro

De Avila

928 Laurel Ave

Menlo Park

CA

94025-2565

603 Kristen

De Caccia

161 Aberdeen Ct

Vallejo

CA

94591-7828

604 John

De La Torre

1106 Sonata Dr

Vallejo

CA

94591-3876

605 Maia

De Raat

105 Julian Ave

San Francisco

CA

94103-3422

606 Vic

DeAngelo

1731 Balboa St

San Francisco

CA

94121-3128

607 John

Deamer

605 Glenwood Ave

Mill Valley

CA

94941-3988

608 J

Dean

Pinon Dr

Martinez

CA

94553-3321
94546-2722

609 Glen

Deardorff

18250 Crest Ave

Castro Valley

CA

610 Adriann

Debits

5400 Fulton St

San Francisco

CA

94121-3562

611 Christie

Decker

1105 Larkin St

San Francisco

CA

94109-5718

612 Eleanor

Decker

PO Box 1168

Glen Ellen

CA

95442-1168

613 Ester

Deel

2362 109th Ave

Oakland

CA

94603-4142

614 Paula

Defelice

4013 Mozart Dr

El Sobrante

CA

94803-2749

615 Christ'L

Deguia

3356 Quesada Dr

San Jose

CA

95148-2140

616 John

Delgado

12100 Steffs Ct

San Martin

CA

95046-9726
95123-2424

617 Carmen

Dello Buono

5770 Winfield Blvd Spc 166

San Jose

CA

618 Greg

Demasi

PO Box 6374

Concord

CA

94524-1374

619 Anitra

Demoney

112 Adrian Pl

Los Gatos

CA

95032-3805
94122-2949

620 Charles

Denfeld

3820 Lawton St

San Francisco

CA

621 Genevieve

Deppong

10664 Baxter Ave

Los Altos

CA

94024-7408

622 Jess

Dervin-Ackerman

438 49th St

Oakland

CA

94609-2146

623 Brett

Deschepper

1031 Pomona Ave

Albany

CA

94706-2337

624 Nick

Despota

633 Kern St

Richmond

CA

94805-1913

625 Michele

Dessons

Le Pont

Sagnat

CA

94108

626 Mary

Devereaux

250 28th St

San Francisco

CA

94131-2373

627 David

Dexter

286 Shoreline Hwy

Mill Valley

CA

94941-3624

628 Diane

Di Vittorio

983 55th St

Oakland

CA

94608-3103

629 James

Diamond

1533 Edith St

Berkeley

CA

94703-1123

630 Wendy

Diamond

523 Santa Barbara Rd

Berkeley

CA

94707-1716
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631 Francisco

Diaz

1434 Mariposa St

Richmond

CA

94804-4937

632 James

Diaz

5274 Kunkel Dr

San Jose

CA

95124-6011

633 Julianna

Dickey

2107 Spaulding Ave

Berkeley

CA

94703-1420

634 Julianna

Dickey

2107 Spaulding Ave

Berkeley

CA

94703-1420

635 Erin

Diehm

2316 Jefferson Ave

Berkeley

CA

94703-1620

636 Cathe

Dietrich

1200 Talbot Ave

Berkeley

CA

94706-2336

637 Ann

Difruscia

625 37th St

Richmond

CA

94805-1757

638 Tina

Digesti

535 Bret Harte Rd

San Rafael

CA

94901-5172

639 Laura

Dill

921 Jackson St

Albany

CA

94706-1525

640 Terry

Dillard

810 Ruth Ave

Belmont

CA

94002-2034

641 Joseph

Dimiero

PO Box 75

Ross

CA

94957-0075
94306-3821

642 Richard

Dinitz

4178 Wallis Ct

Palo Alto

CA

643 Erin

Dinwiddie

14971 Norton St

San Leandro

CA

94579-1407

644 Jonathan

Dirrenberger

168 Chattanooga St Apt 3

San Francisco

CA

94114-3440

645 William

Dittmann

250 Elizabeth Way

San Rafael

CA

94901-1126

646 James

Diviccaro

PO Box 532

South San Francisco

CA

94083-0532

647 Dana

Dodge

36648 Magnolia St

Newark

CA

94560-2936

648 David

Doering

1544 Polk St

San Francisco

CA

94109-3607

649 Patrick

Dohoney

2558 3rd St

Livermore

CA

94550-3226
94121-1516

650 James

Domenico

400 43rd Ave

San Francisco

CA

651 Marjorie B & Jeron

Donalds

33 Dellwood Ct

San Rafael

CA

94901-2526

652 Annemarie

Donjacour

41 Eastwood Dr

San Francisco

CA

94112-1225

653 Philip

Donnell

360 Sheridan Ave Apt 113

Palo Alto

CA

94306-2015

654 David

Donner

1600 Divisadero St

San Francisco

CA

94115-3010

655 Tristan

Donofrio

348 Avenida Pinos

San Jose

CA

95123-1513

656 Gloria

Donoohue

105 29th St

San Francisco

CA

94110-4902

657 Mike

Dopson

1040 Sutter St Apt 31

San Francisco

CA

94109-5831

658 David & Ada

Dorn

3896 Macgregor Cmn

Livermore

CA

94551-4970

659 Thea

Doty

5200 Douglas Ln

Sebastopol

CA

95472-2109

660 John

Dougherty

1228 Hopkins St

Berkeley

CA

94702-1169

661 Angelo

Douvos

26 Columbine Ln

Novato

CA

94947-4915

662 Barbara

Dover

677 Stewart Way

Brentwood

CA

94513-6953

663 Linda

Dow

1720 Berkeley Way

Berkeley

CA

94703-1506

664 Gary

Dowling

PO Box 26

Pope Valley

CA

94567-0026

665 Holly

Dowling

PO Box 26

Pope Valley

CA

94567-0026

666 Ryan

Drake

357 19th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94121-2304

667 Janet

Drew

1923 Genoa Pl

Santa Rosa

CA

95403-1893

668 Edith

Drobny

632 Hawthorne Ave

Los Altos

CA

94024-3120

669 Alex

Drude

455 Wellesley Ave

Mill Valley

CA

94941-4103

670 Meena

Duario

330 Argonaut Ave

San Francisco

CA

94134-3233

671 Mildred

Dubitzky

66 1/2 Walter St

San Francisco

CA

94114-1007

672 Courtney

Dubois

915 Pierce St Apt 102

San Francisco

CA

94115-4508

673 Robyn

Duby

2344 Bowdoin St

Palo Alto

CA

94306-1216

674 Claire

Dudan

50 Layman Ct

Walnut Creek

CA

94596-6312

675 Deborah

Duenas

65 Maple Ave

Fairfax

CA

94930-1256

676 Robyn

Duffy

1015 61st St

Emeryville

CA

94608-2356

677 Sandra

Duggan

7345 June Bug Ln

Vacaville

CA

95688-9311

678 Jessica

Duncan

142 St. Dorothy'S Ave

Camp Meeker

CA

95419

679 Sue

Dunlap

840 Carmel Ave

Albany

CA

94706-1812

680 Brenda

Dunn

418 Village Dr

El Cerrito

CA

94530-3356

681 Clement

Dunne

3864 Valley Ln

El Sobrante

CA

94803-3119

682 Col

Dupont

537 Jones St # 898

San Francisco

CA

94102-2007

683 DeWitt

Durham

16 Camborne Ave

San Carlos

CA

94070-1661

684 Carla

Durkin

161 Albion St

San Francisco

CA

94110-1103

685 Mike

Durkin

130 Kathryn Dr

Pleasant Hill

CA

94523-2920

686 Samuel

Durkin

5048 Lakeview Cir

Fairfield

CA

94534-7400

687 Sylvia

Dwa

1131 Via Alamosa

Alameda

CA

94502-6835

688 Denise

Dynan

PO Box 93

Bodega Bay

CA

94923-0093

689 Emily

Earl

1626 Oregon St

Berkeley

CA

94703-2006

690 Denise

East

10635 Johnson Ave

Cupertino

CA

95014-3815
94707-1618

691 Richard

Eastman

1806 San Antonio Ave

Berkeley

CA

692 Laura

Echegaray

1915 High St

Alameda

CA

94501-1723

693 Bill

Eckes

19143 Crest Ave

Castro Valley

CA

94546-2816
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694 Joan

Edelstein, DrPH, RN

555 10th St

Oakland

CA

94607-4030

695 Jonathan

Eden

494 Vincente Ave

Berkeley

CA

94707-1520

696 William

Edgington

8431 Doris Ct

Gilroy

CA

95020-4214

697 Mark

Edgren

2424 Shawnee Ct

Fairfield

CA

94534-7138

698 Eric

Edmondson

638 Sheri Ln

Danville

CA

94526-3934

699 Nancy

Edmondson

46 Forbes Ave

San Anselmo

CA

94960-2312

700 Bita

Edwards

PO Box 122

Woodacre

CA

94973-0122

701 Bita

Edwards

PO Box 122

Woodacre

CA

94973-0122

702 Linda Jean

Edwards

205 East St

Penngrove

CA

94951

703 DL

Egan

130 Kathryn Dr

Pleasant Hill

CA

94523-2920

704 Lynne

Eggers

221 Mullen Ave

San Francisco

CA

94110-5331

705 Shirley

Eglington

705 Lakeview Way

Emerald Hills

CA

94062-3429

706 David

Ehrlich

4024 Farm Hill Blvd Apt 10

Redwood City

CA

94061-1020

707 Don

Eichelberger

628 Lyon St Apt 1

San Francisco

CA

94117-1356

708 Michael

Eichenholtz

5129 Tehama Ave

Richmond

CA

94804-5125

709 Nancy

Eichler

949 Evelyn Ave

Albany

CA

94706-2013

710 Joel

Eisenberg

5940 Arlington Blvd

Richmond

CA

94805-1135

711 Dorian

Elauria

436 Sydenham Ct

San Jose

CA

95111-1849

712 Robert

Elia

1285 Bollinger Cyn

Moraga

CA

94556-2739

713 Lauren

Elizabeth

285 Glorietta Blvd

Orinda

CA

94563-3542

714 Meredith

Elliott

3015 Morcom Ave

Oakland

CA

94619-3315

715 Jane

Ellis

2209c 5th St

Berkeley

CA

94710-2216
94707-1245

716 Koll

Ellis

353 Berkeley Park Blvd

Kensington

CA

717 Sarah

Ellis

133 Ocean Ave

Foster City

CA

94404

718 Scott

Ellisen

26 D St

Vallejo

CA

94590-3034

719 Alison

Ellsworth

500 Stanyan St

San Francisco

CA

94117-1869

720 Jennifer

Elsbury

2246 35th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94116-1613

721 Lucinda

Ely

963 4th St

Lafayette

CA

94549-4515

722 John

Endicott

2043 19th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94116-1253

723 David

Enevoldsen

2970 Kentridge Dr

San Jose

CA

95133-2420

724 Luzanne

Engh

1021 Via Aliso

Alameda

CA

94502-6837

725 Jenny

England

55 Roslyn Ave

San Carlos

CA

94070-2829

726 Mary

Engstrom

5974 Friar Way

San Jose

CA

95129-4064

727 Elizabeth

Ennis

919 Hearst Ave

Berkeley

CA

94710-2054

728 Elena

Ennouri

175 Orchard Ave

Redwood City

CA

94061-3721

729 Elena

Ennouri

175 Orchard Ave

Redwood City

CA

94061-3721

730 Nancy

Erb

2456 Carmel St

Oakland

CA

94602-3014

731 Arlyn

Erdman

331 Flores Ct

Pacheco

CA

94553-5266

732 Holly

Erickson

1924 Grande Circle, Apt. 4

Fairfield

CA

94533

733 Melody

Ermachild

PO Box 7116

Berkeley

CA

94707-0116

734 Jeanette

Ertel

1988 M L King Jr Way Apt 315

Berkeley

CA

94704-1668

735 Nancy

Esajian

4500 Allendale Ave

Oakland

CA

94619-2580

736 Homeyra

Eshaghi

1 Clover St

San Francisco

CA

94114-2326

737 Dominique

Espinosa

1878 Story Rd

San Jose

CA

95122-1925

738 Douglas

Estes

629 Arguello Blvd Apt 303

San Francisco

CA

94118-4063

739 E.H.

Estes

1852 Villa St

Mountain View

CA

94041-1051

740 Danny

Estrella

114 Kent Rd

Pacifica

CA

94044-3957

741 Erica

Etelson

2244 McKinley Ave

Berkeley

CA

94703-1718

742 Alanna

Evans

189 Arbuelo Way

Los Altos

CA

94022-1749

743 Debbie

Evans

1457A Silver Ave

San Francisco

CA

94134-1227

744 Keith

Evans

710 Horseshoe Hill Rd

Bolinas

CA

94924-9700

745 Nena

Evans

1604 Grandview Dr

Martinez

CA

94553-1810

746 Lisa

Evens

873 Portwalk Pl

Redwood City

CA

94065-1821

747 Virginia

Evjion

255 Stanford Ave

Kensington

CA

94708-1103

748 Jan

Ewers

861 Villa Teresa Way

San Jose

CA

95123-2646

749 Vijaya

Eyunni

367 Countrybrook Loop

San Ramon

CA

94583-5303

750 Joanne

Fabian

8 Oak Grove Dr Apt 206

Novato

CA

94949-7245

751 Donna

Fabiano

9651 Argonne Way

Forestville

CA

95436-9385

752 Virginia

Fahey Castillo

500 Ferncroft Ct

Danville

CA

94526-5518

753 Rita

Fahrner

271 Gates St

San Francisco

CA

94110-5659

754 Paul

Fairchild

PO Box 1193

Inverness

CA

94937-1193

755 Steven

Falk

6157 Aspinwall Rd

Oakland

CA

94611-2111

756 Andrea

Falke

350 Laguna Honda Blvd

San Francisco

CA

94116-1412
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757 Yvette

Fallandy

2928 Bardy Rd

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-8544

758 Richard

Falls

50 Chumasero Dr Apt 12l

San Francisco

CA

94132-2316

759 Courtney

Falotico-Zamudio

534 Dudley Ave Apt 10

San Jose

CA

95128-2002

760 John

Fang

1123 Oakland Ave

Piedmont

CA

94611-4127

761 Joyce

Farber

2874 Jackson St

San Francisco

CA

94115-1146

762 James

Feezor

510 Miller Ln

Windsor

CA

95492-8068

763 Jim

Feezor

510 Miller Ln

Windsor

CA

95492-8068

764 Lynn

Feinerman

n/a

n/a

CA

94942

765 Pamela

Feinsilber

Larkspur

Larkspur

CA

94939-1918

766 Sharon

Feissel

5895 Mountain Hawk Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95409-4358

767 Bruce

Felber

PO Box 513

Menlo Park

CA

94026-0513
94122-2766

768 Heike

Feldmann

1 Irving St

San Francisco

CA

769 Virginia

Fenley

10395 Deblyn Ln

Sebastopol

CA

95472-2916

770 Laura

Fenster

6412 Hillegass Ave

Oakland

CA

94618-1312

771 Vann

Ferber

1201 Brickyard Way Apt 304

Pt Richmond

CA

94801-4142

772 Elizabeth

Ferguson

Lucas Valley Rd

Nicasio

CA

94946
94946-9733

773 Elizabeth

Ferguson

Lucas Valley Rd

Nicasio

CA

774 John

Ferguson

1151 Walnut St

Berkeley

CA

94707-2616

775 Neil

Ferguson

513 Galway Ct

Vacaville

CA

95688-9223

776 Ana-Paula

Fernandes

705 Mendocino Way

Redwood City

CA

94065-1796

777 Rev.John

Fernandes

854 Begier Ave

San Leandro

CA

94577-3064

778 Magaly

Fernandez

1799 Revere Ave

San Francisco

CA

94124-2345

779 Lisa

Ferreira

2329 Coloma St

Oakland

CA

94602-2313

780 Ernesto

Ferrera

82 City Limits Cir

Emeryville

CA

94608-1059

781 Pauline

Ferrito

9 Simons Way

Los Gatos

CA

95030-6115

782 Thomas

Ferrito

101 Church St Ste 14

Los Gatos

CA

95030-6928

783 Erik

Ferry

2334 Tulare Ave

El Cerrito

CA

94530-1663

784 Camilla

Field

2123 Pierce St

San Francisco

CA

94115-2213

785 Jane

Field

780 Funston Ave

San Francisco

CA

94118-3605

786 Jessica

Fielden

6620 Woodland Pl

Oakland

CA

94611-1064

787 Lauren

Finan

1044 Judah St

San Francisco

CA

94122-2052

788 Glenn

Finch

235 Montgomery Rd

Sebastopol

CA

95472-3012

789 Mary Ann

Finger

PO Box 460

San Quentin

CA

94964-0460
95687-7003

790 Patti

Fink

555 Elmira Rd Apt 10

Vacaville

CA

791 Jim

Finn

3455 Creighton Ridge Rd

Cazadero

CA

95421-9531

792 Patricia

Finnegan

216 4th St

Rodeo

CA

94572-1405

793 Rob

Firmin

642 Beloit Ave

Kensington

CA

94708-1118

794 Christopher

Fishel

2614 Monserat Ave

Belmont

CA

94002-1446

795 Andy

Fisher

77 Lerida Ct

Portola Valley

CA

94028-7424

796 Ted

Fishman

790 Villa Teresa Way

San Jose

CA

95123-2639

797 Margaret

Fitch

3380 San Pablo Ave

San Jose

CA

95127-1142
94546-1406

798 Gregory

Fite

4719 Hillside Dr

Castro Valley

CA

799 Victoria & Oscar

Flamenco

1075 Space Park Way Spc 331

Mountain View

CA

94043-1414

800 Lawrence

Flammer

6388 Tamalpais Ave

San Jose

CA

95120-1838

801 John

Flanagan

494 27th Ave Apt 53

San Francisco

CA

94121-1852

802 Marcia

Flannery

363 40th St

Oakland

CA

94609-2608

803 Marcia

Flannery

363 40th St

Oakland

CA

94609-2608

804 Jack Lucero

Fleck

4163 Culver St

Oakland

CA

94619-1801

805 G

Fleming

PO Box 529

Lagunitas

CA

94938-0529
95035-3015

806 Linda

Fleming

290 San Andreas Dr

Milpitas

CA

807 Jude

Fletcher

1218 Campbell St

Oakland

CA

94607-1506

808 Peter

Flinders

327 Lincoln Ave

Cotati

CA

94931-4485

809 Bridget

Flocco

1255 Stevens Gate Rd

Sonoma

CA

95476-4001

810 Richard

Fogel

1484 Kentfield Ave

Redwood City

CA

94061-2704

811 Joanna

Foley

1309 Henry St

Berkeley

CA

94709-1928
94608-1730

812 Enid

Folger

7 Captain Dr Apt 403

Emeryville

CA

813 Heather

Folsom

15 Kent St

Petaluma

CA

94952-2836

814 Mary

Foltz

2624 Pickfair Ln

Livermore

CA

94551-1737

815 Marc

Fontana

1914 Avenida De Las Rosas

Santa Clara

CA

95054-1419

816 Judy

Foot

10539 Farallone Dr

Cupertino

CA

95014-4406

817 Chatham H.

Forbes, Sr

347 Massol Ave Apt 203

Los Gatos

CA

95030-7233

818 Chatham H.

Forbes, Sr

347 Massol Ave Apt 203

Los Gatos

CA

95030-7233

819 Jo

Forkish

400 Ives Ter

Sunnyvale

CA

94087-1943
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820 Elizabeth

Forrest

1602 Jaynes St

Berkeley

CA

821 Jeremy

Forsyth

1238 San Rafael Dr

Petaluma

CA

94703-1039
94954-5344

822 Larry

Foster

85 2nd St

San Francisco

CA

94105-3459

823 Charlene

Foster-Koch

6072 Marla Ct

San Jose

CA

95124-6519

824 Suzanne

Fouche

707 W California Way

Woodside

CA

94062-4034

825 Nicole

Fountain

590 Merritt Ave

Oakland

CA

94610-5149

826 Kim

Fowler

2942 Rawson St

Oakland

CA

94619-3378

827 James

Fox

535 S Murphy Ave

Sunnyvale

CA

94086-6117

828 Susan

Fox

PO Box 2364

Sausalito

CA

94966-2364

829 Janene

Frahm

PO Box 2243

San Anselmo

CA

94979-2243

830 Richard

Fraites

50 Forrest Rd

Novato

CA

94947-4328

831 Anne-Lise

Francois

2360 Cedar St

Berkeley

CA

94708-1821

832 Ellen

Frank

243 Holyoke St

San Francisco

CA

94134-1439

833 Ellen

Frank

243 Holyoke St

San Francisco

CA

94134-1439

834 Norman

Frank

913 Modoc St

Berkeley

CA

94707-2207

835 Dorothy

Frantz

1745 Vine St

Berkeley

CA

94703-1148
94602-3444

836 Carl

Franz

2925 Carlsen St

Oakland

CA

837 Sandra

Frary

150 Sherwood Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95405-4657

838 J Robert

Frazer

102 Ravenhill Rd

Orinda

CA

94563-2702
95125-4608

839 Robert

Frederickson

1453 Callecita St

San Jose

CA

840 Peter

Freedman

1107 Shevlin Dr

El Cerrito

CA

94530-2575

841 Jeanne

Freeman

1391 Yosemite Cir

Clayton

CA

94517-2121

842 Michael

Freeman

609 Castro St Apt A

San Francisco

CA

94114-2549

843 Richard

Freeman

59 Kenyon Ave

Kensington

CA

94708-1024

844 Amanda

Freitas

1921 Capistrano Ave

Berkeley

CA

94707-1904

845 Dean

Frick

3061 Market St

San Francisco

CA

94114-1824

846 Adrian

Fried

56 Lovejoy Way

Novato

CA

94949-6240

847 Dagmar

Friedman

4 Arlington Ct

Kensington

CA

94707-1107

848 Jo Ann

Frisch

4533 Maureen Cir

Livermore

CA

94550-8002

849 Laura

Frost

1825 6th St

Livermore

CA

94550-4442

850 Vivienne

Frost

424 Upham St

Petaluma

CA

94952-2651

851 Longwilow

Fudemberg

PO Box 936

Occidental

CA

95465-0936

852 Brian

Fujikawa

855 Folsom St Apt 927

San Francisco

CA

94107-1187
95033-9537

853 Marilyn

Fuller

20202 Black Rd

Los Gatos

CA

854 Tony

Fuller

1590 Old Adobe Rd

Petaluma

CA

94954-9552

855 T

Funck

85 2nd St Fl 2

San Francisco

CA

94105-3456

856 Joyce

Fung

1449 Vistagrand Dr

San Leandro

CA

94577-6828

857 Sara

Fung

877 Hardstone Ct

Santa Rosa

CA

95405-5582
94102-5024

858 Rod

Funk

527 Linden St

San Francisco

CA

859 Tim

G

148 1/2 Central Ave

San Francisco

CA

94117-3022

860 Ellen

Gachesa

Monticello Road

Napa

CA

94558

861 Lia

Gaetano

177 Yulupa Cir

Santa Rosa

CA

95405-5154

862 Eddie

Gaitan

1813 Alabama St

Vallejo

CA

94590-4739

863 Tom

Gallagher

1452 Floribunda Ave

Burlingame

CA

94010-7515

864 Winnie

Gallagher

427 Lagunitas Ave Apt 202

Oakland

CA

94610-3539

865 Bill

Gallegos

2415 Marti Rae Ct

Alameda

CA

94501-4504

866 Adele

Gamble

1608 Woodhue Ave

Santa Rosa

CA

95403-7928

867 Zulmira

Gamito

1307 Derby St

Berkeley

CA

94702-2308

868 Petra C H

Gampper

142 Mariner Green Ct

Corte Madera

CA

94925-2014

869 Charles

Ganansia

927 Mangrove Ave

Sunnyvale

CA

94086-1175

870 Charles

Ganansia

927 Mangrove Ave

Sunnyvale

CA

94086-1175

871 Dipal

Gandhi

2005 Continental Ave

Hayward

CA

94545-1947

872 Sheila

Ganey

1080 San Miguel Rd

Concord

CA

94518-1359

873 Peter

Gang

381 Cleveland Ave

Petaluma

CA

94952-1703

874 Angela

Gantos

344 Blackfield Dr

Tiburon

CA

94920-2010

875 Ivan B

Garay

150 Ramona Ave

South San Francisco

CA

94080-5936

876 Laurence

Garces

36 Bayview Ave

Larkspur

CA

94939-2007

877 Deisha

Garcia

1277 Branham Ln

San Jose

CA

95118-3738

878 Kimberly

Garcia

2517 Tahoe Ave

Hayward

CA

94545-4842

879 Emma

Gardner

PO Box 2880

Petaluma

CA

94953-2880

880 Jason

Gardner

1561 Capistrano Ave

Berkeley

CA

94707-1801

881 Paul

Gardner

911 Arnold Way

San Jose

CA

95128-3404

882 Shirley

Gardner

1771 Hester Ave

San Jose

CA

95128-5239
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883 Charles

Garfield

1063 Leneve Pl

El Cerrito

CA

94530-2751

884 Lindsay

Garfield

443 Austin St

San Francisco

CA

94109-4415

885 Jamila

Garrecht

620 E St

Petaluma

CA

94952-4157

886 Cynthia

Garvey

14231 Juniper Ln

Saratoga

CA

95070-5902

887 Nancy

Garvin

88 Bush St

San Jose

CA

95126-4863

888 John

Gasperoni

1830 Francisco St

Berkeley

CA

94703-1313

889 David

Gassman

389 Belmont St Apt 111

Oakland

CA

94610-4866

890 Gina

Gatto

18755 Crest Ave

Castro Valley

CA

94546-2731

891 Jane

Gatto

2063 Ascot Dr

Moraga

CA

94556-2264

892 Valentina

Gavrilenko

1778 San Ramon Ave

Mountain View

CA

94043-3045

893 Curtis

Gehman

500 Almer Rd Apt 308

Burlingame

CA

94010-3966

894 Sonia

Geller

2342 Shattuck Ave # 501

Berkeley

CA

94704-1517

895 Steve

Geller

2342 Shattuck Ave # 501

Berkeley

CA

94704-1517

896 Kat

Gelles

1125 Rivera St

San Francisco

CA

94116-1710

897 Gemma

Geluz

2929 Juniper St

Fairfield

CA

94533-1469

898 Timothy

Gemmill

1520 Gough St Apt 604

San Francisco

CA

94109-5319

899 Mija

Gentes

14441 Oak Pl

Saratoga

CA

95070-5969

900 Brian

Gentner

2201 Laguna St Apt 501

San Francisco

CA

94115-1918

901 H Clarke

Gentry

481 60th St

Oakland

CA

94609-1346
94559-4464

902 Catherine

George

1836 Locust St

Napa

CA

903 Walter

Georgescu

2317 Carquinez Ave

El Cerrito

CA

94530-1545

904 Vanessa

Gerber

2834 Derby St

Berkeley

CA

94705-1325

905 Barbara

Gersh

649 Brussels St

San Francisco

CA

94134-1901

906 Michael

Gertz

1200 Fulton St Apt 505

San Francisco

CA

94117-1525

907 Kirk

Gharda

1060 Cascade Ct

Menlo Park

CA

94025-6661

908 Sheila

Gholson

2271 Dartmouth St

Palo Alto

CA

94306-1252

909 Wayne

Gibb

8425 Spring Dr

Forestville

CA

95436-9378

910 Claudia

Gibson

169 Cascade Dr

Fairfax

CA

94930-2105

911 Jeanne

Gibson

1393 23rd Ave

San Francisco

CA

94122-1607

912 Robert

Gibson

365 Pearl Dr

Livermore

CA

94550-3935

913 Astrid

Giese-Zimmer

90 El Camino Real

Berkeley

CA

94705-2424

914 Patricia

Giles

1429 Drake Ave

Burlingame

CA

94010-4703

915 Elfi

Gilford

107 Edith St

Petaluma

CA

94952-3221

916 Ayesha

Gill

6604 Dana St

Oakland

CA

94609-1110

917 Timothy

Gilmore

930 Post St Apt 14

San Francisco

CA

94109-5858

918 Eric

Gimon

2727 Marin Ave

Berkeley

CA

94708-1529

919 Nancy

Gingrich

4317 Gloria Ct

Rohnert Park

CA

94928-1550

920 Elizabeth

Ginno

5498 Roundtree Dr Apt C

Concord

CA

94521-3919
94552-1739

921 Deborah

Giordano

17848 Columbia Dr

Castro Valley

CA

922 Adi

Girroir

PO Box 588

Woodacre

CA

94973-0588

923 John

Gize

5562 Le Fevre Dr

San Jose

CA

95118-3924

924 John

Gize

5562 Le Fevre Dr

San Jose

CA

95118-3924

925 Judy

Glassey

2712 Sonoma Ave

Santa Rosa

CA

95405-6852

926 Andrea

Gleason

3329 Brittan Ave Apt 5

San Carlos

CA

94070-3439

927 Janice

Gloe

3100 Guido St

Oakland

CA

94602-3521

928 Janice

Gloe

3100 Guido St

Oakland

CA

94602-3521

929 Petr

Glotov

1451 Belden Ct

Pinole

CA

94564-2423

930 Fred

Glover

16621 Skyline Blvd

Los Gatos

CA

95033-9559

931 Colin

Godwin

4491 Bartleson Rd

Sebastopol

CA

95472-6006

932 Hester

Goedhart

275 Shoreline Dr

Redwood City

CA

94065-1407

933 Esther

Gold

PO Box 77

Berkeley

CA

94701-0077

934 Frank

Gold

82 Madrone Ave

Larkspur

CA

94939-2114

935 Ray

Goldberg

3800 Arbutus Ct

Hayward

CA

94542-2203

936 Steve

Goldberg

PO Box 869

Suisun City

CA

94585-0869

937 Ellen

Golden

835 N Humboldt St

San Mateo

CA

94401-1476
94960-2153

938 Steven

Goldfinger

57 Tamalpais Ave Apt 6

San Anselmo

CA

939 Martha

Goldin

701 4th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94118-3912

940 John

Golding

3706 Quigley St

Oakland

CA

94619-1364

941 Harold

Goldman

101 Enterprise Dr Apt 130

Rohnert Park

CA

94928-2475

942 Ron

Goldman

1908 Alford Ave # 2

Los Altos

CA

94024-6902

943 Mark

Golembiewski

1004 Everglades Dr

Pacifica

CA

94044-3845

944 Robert

Gondell

PO Box 172

Woodacre

CA

94973-0172

945 Sharon

Gong

PO Box 2672

Redwood City

CA

94064-2672
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946 Carole

Gonsalves

1497 Los Rios Dr

San Jose

CA

947 Guillermo

Gonzalez

4124 Ross Park Dr

San Jose

CA

95120-4825
95118-1761

948 Nick

Gonzalez

4917 Parkgreen Cir

Antioch

CA

94531-7717

949 Greg

Goodman

4049 Chestnut Ave

Concord

CA

94519-1914

950 Elizabeth

Goodson

359 7th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94118-2321

951 Billie

Gordon

15851 Izorah Way

Los Gatos

CA

95032-3441

952 David

Gordon

131 Baldwin Ave

Crockett

CA

94525-1511

953 Ray

Gordon

3020 Bridgeway Ste 185

Sausalito

CA

94965-1439

954 Steve

Gorman

800 McNeil Pl Apt 62

Pleasant Hill

CA

94523-5172

955 Robert

Goszkowski

628 Steiner St

San Francisco

CA

94117-2510

956 Janet

Gotch

6521 Vista Dr

Yountville

CA

94599-9401

957 Toby

Gottfried

10 Rustic Way

Orinda

CA

94563-3513

958 Mark

Gotvald

528 Monti Cir

Pleasant Hill

CA

94523-2736

959 Lorie

Goulart

849 Circle Dr

Santa Clara

CA

95050-5928

960 Leslie

Gould

Hilldale

San Anselmo

CA

94960

961 W Alfred

Graf

20801 Verde Moor Ct

Saratoga

CA

95070-3715

962 Andrea

Graff

226 30th St

San Francisco

CA

94131-2421

963 Jeremy

Graham

3440 25th St Apt 706

San Francisco

CA

94110-3867

964 Pat

Graham

125 Burton Ct

Danville

CA

94526-5210

965 First Name R.

Gramann

14225 Lora Dr

Los Gatos

CA

95032-1240

966 Gabriel

Graubner

7899 Saint Helena Rd

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-8601

967 Ann

Graves

1619 137th Ave

San Leandro

CA

94578-1603

968 Barbara

Gray

2087 Delaware St Apt 14

Berkeley

CA

94709-2216

969 Barbara

Gray

2087 Delaware St Apt 14

Berkeley

CA

94709-2216

970 Horace

Gray

29033 Dixon St

Hayward

CA

94544-5538

971 Jennifer

Gray

6782 Moselle Dr

San Jose

CA

95119-1844

972 Margery

Gray

2256 18th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94116-1829

973 Richard

Gray

PO Box 216

Forest Knolls

CA

94933-0216

974 Nina

Greeley

53 Cazneau Ave

Sausalito

CA

94965-1801

975 Don

Green

401 Santa Clara Ave

Oakland

CA

94610-1967

976 Ed

Green

1801 Valdez Way

Fremont

CA

94539-3662

977 Steve

Green

7822 Prestwick Cir

San Jose

CA

95135-2146

978 Susan

Green

920 Diamond St

San Francisco

CA

94114-3627

979 Timothy

Green

18 Egret Way

Mill Valley

CA

94941-3270

980 Paul

Greenberg

921 W Sierra Ave

Cotati

CA

94931-4272

981 Jamie

Greenblatt

1635 Alcatraz Ave

Berkeley

CA

94703-2611

982 Brigette

Greener

2145 Hamilton Ave

San Jose

CA

95125-5905

983 Jessea

Greenman

Address 1

Oakland

CA

94609

984 Zvika

Greensfeilds

5 Seville Dr

San Rafael

CA

94903-1562

985 Jerry

Greenstein

15 Briarwood Dr

San Rafael

CA

94901-1406

986 Jared

Greer

4138 Manila Ave

Oakland

CA

94609-2615

987 Arthur

Gregorian

3906 Linwood Ave

Oakland

CA

94602-1628

988 Dianne

Grenland

196 Olympic Cir

Vacaville

CA

95687-3306

989 Carol

Grey

PO Box 6722

Concord

CA

94524-1722

990 Diane

Gribschaw

PO Box 386

Moffett Field

CA

94035-0386

991 Sharon

Griffen

3210 Orange St

San Jose

CA

95127-1029

992 Joy

Griffith

103 Gilbert Ct

Martinez

CA

94553-5723

993 Ray

Grimsinger

374 11th St Unit 3

San Francisco

CA

94103-4368

994 Russell

Grindle

613 Whitehall Cir

Fairfield

CA

94533-3620

995 Aaron

Grossman

817 Montgomery St

Mountain View

CA

94041-2330

996 Phyllis

Grove

421 Nevada St

San Francisco

CA

94110-6123

997 Cathy

Grovenburg

1956 Josephine Ave

San Jose

CA

95124-1512

998 John

Grow

617 Calpella Dr

San Jose

CA

95136-2815

999 Meagen

Grundberg

1211 University Ave

Berkeley

CA

94702-1708

Grush

725 Butternut Ct

Union City

CA

94587-1410

1000 Melissa
1001 Natasha

Gubert

4250 Oak Hill Rd

Oakland

CA

94605-4522

1002 Eric

Guenther

.

..........

CA

95472

1003 Daniel

Gueriera

752 Tamarack Dr

San Rafael

CA

94903-3722

1004 Eloise

Guerrero

2157 Owens Ct

Pinole

CA

94564-1837

1005 Judie

Guerriero

728 Wisconsin St

San Francisco

CA

94107-2736

1006 Alan

Gullette

3620 Rhoda Ave

Oakland

CA

94602-3319

1007 Karen

Guma

121 White Oak Cir

Petaluma

CA

94952-1934

1008 Tim

Gundlach

96 Hillcrest Rd

San Carlos

CA

94070-1954
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1009 Brian

Gurney

7387 Tulare Hill Dr

San Jose

CA

95139-1201

1010 Rae Ann

Gustafson

303 Laverne Ave Apt A

Mill Valley

CA

94941-3432

1011 Alexander

Gutierrez

6109 Hutton Ct

San Jose

CA

95123-5013

1012 Andrew Paul

Gutierrez

37 Arlington Ave

Kensington

CA

94707-1035

1013 Margrit

Haaf

1078 Mitchell Way

Richmond

CA

94803-1023

1014 David

Haaland

4410 Jana Vista Rd

El Sobrante

CA

94803-3020

1015 Kathleen

Haberer

757 Spruce St

Berkeley

CA

94707-2040

1016 Thomas

Habermann

4920 Kenson Dr

San Jose

CA

95124-5107

1017 Ilse

Hadda

1440 Walnut St

Berkeley

CA

94709-1447

1018 Christopher

Hadley

4275 39th Ave

Oakland

CA

94619-1610

1019 Marlyne

Hadley

527 Hamburg Cir

Clayton

CA

94517-1433
94115-3558

1020 Moira

Hafer

2130 Post St Apt 306

San Francisco

CA

1021 Gloria

Hafner

55 Walnut Cir

Rohnert Park

CA

94928-2660

1022 Randy

Hagen

7393 Palm Ave

Sebastopol

CA

95472-6708

1023 Pauline

Haggerty

1022 San Luis Cir

Daly City

CA

94014-3615

1024 Zera

Hair

190 Westminster Way

Vallejo

CA

94591-6848

1025 Alaeddin

Hakam

922 San Benito Rd

Berkeley

CA

94707-2437

1026 Craig

Hall

7196 Lynch Rd

Sebastopol

CA

95472-4463

1027 Gudrun

Hall

3505 Northwood Dr

Concord

CA

94520-4584

1028 Judith

Hall

132 Panorama Ct

Pacifica

CA

94044-2148

1029 Keith

Hall

PO Box 711

Guerneville

CA

95446-0711

1030 Loren

Hall

7330 Hayden Ave

Sebastopol

CA

95472-4361
94121-1113

1031 Margrit

Hall

124 26th Ave

San Francisco

CA

1032 Norman

Hall

126 Tustin Ct

Benicia

CA

94510-1625

1033 Robert

Hall

1946 Grove St Apt 3

San Francisco

CA

94117-1149

1034 Kevin

Hallisy

10 Hernandez Ave

San Francisco

CA

94127-1043

1035 Elliot

Halpern

1214 Milvia St

Berkeley

CA

94709-1933

1036 Joan

Halverson

135 Madrone Ave

San Anselmo

CA

94960-2112

1037 Chris

Hamilton

1316 Albina Ave

Berkeley

CA

94706-2506

1038 Victoria

Hamman

323 Clipper St

San Francisco

CA

94114-3708
94123-3159

1039 F

Hammer

1490 Chestnut St

San Francisco

CA

1040 John

Hammond

111c Oliva Ct

Novato

CA

94947-2153

1041 Luerra

Hammond

23 Duval Dr

South San Francisco

CA

94080-1133

1042 Lillian

Hanahan

25 Arroyo Ln

Novato

CA

94947-4476

1043 Mark

Hanley

6620 Woodland Pl

Oakland

CA

94611-1064

1044 Dick

Hannigan

48 Miller Ave

Mill Valley

CA

94941-1920

1045 Hilary

Hannon

1342 Webster St

Palo Alto

CA

94301-3646

1046 Jody

Hansell

3400 Richmond Pkwy

Richmond

CA

94806-5207

1047 Arlene

Hansen

17 Cedar Ave

Kentfield

CA

94904-2504

1048 Ron

Hansen

3109 Athene Ct

Concord

CA

94519-2228

1049 Nancy

Hanson

5 Crescent Dr

Woodacre

CA

94973

1050 Samara

Hanson velloo

720 Glenice St

Petaluma

CA

94954-4506

1051 Katherine

Hanway

627 27th St

Richmond

CA

94804-1505

1052 Lauren

Hanzel

1341 Pearl St Apt D

Alameda

CA

94501-4775

1053 Ronald

Harder

19994 Gist Rd

Los Gatos

CA

95033-9511

1054 Thomas

Hardey

365 Hawthorne Ave

Oakland

CA

94609-3107

1055 Grace

Hardie

5990 Buena Vista Ave

Oakland

CA

94618-2148

1056 Paula

Hargraves

5050 Hacienda Dr Apt 1937

Dublin

CA

94568-7959

1057 Edward

Harkins

206 Evergreen Dr

Kentfield

CA

94904-2708

1058 Susan

Harman

4114 39th Ave

Oakland

CA

94619-2206

1059 Bill

Harmon

60 Wilson Way Spc 61

Milpitas

CA

95035-2518

1060 William

Harnage

1220 Wanda Way

Santa Rosa

CA

95405-7216

1061 Christiane

Harness

6938 Maiden Ln

San Jose

CA

95120-3227

1062 Silva

Harr

1578 Laverne Way

Concord

CA

94521-2205

1063 Bryan

Harrell

won't give out

San Francisco

CA

94114

1064 William

Harrell

128 S 3rd St

Richmond

CA

94804-2118

1065 Linda

Harrington

725 Peralta Ave

Berkeley

CA

94707-1817

1066 Joan

Harris

1476 Sproul Ave

Napa

CA

94559-1506

1067 John

Harris

PO Box 5410

Pittsburg

CA

94565-0410

1068 L. G.

Harris

4472 Hollingsworth Cir

Rohnert Park

CA

94928-1450

1069 Michael

Harris

360 Ellen Dr

San Rafael

CA

94903-1605

1070 Robert

Harris

68 Yale Rd

Menlo Park

CA

94025-5335

1071 Zoe

Harris

PO Box 265

San Anselmo

CA

94979-0265
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1072 Adia

Harrison

623 58th St

Oakland

CA

94609-1464

1073 Robert

Harrison

7491 Mirabel Rd Apt 4

Forestville

CA

95436-9694

1074 Johanna

Hart

3131 Pacheco St

San Francisco

CA

94116-1167

1075 Blanche

Hartman

300 Page St

San Francisco

CA

94102-5649

1076 Gail

Hartman

8817 Oakmont Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95409-6451

1077 Sarah

Harvey

1517 E 17th St

Oakland

CA

94606-3934

1078 Shea

Harvey

770 Lincoln Ave

Napa

CA

94558-5101

1079 Gerald & Janice

Haslam

PO Box 969

Penngrove

CA

94951-0969
94115

1080 James

Hass

1209 Golden Gate

San Francisco

CA

1081 Jenn

Hast

25761 Silver Canyon Ct

Castro Valley

CA

94552-5533

1082 John

Hauf

I don't give this

Fairfax

CA

94930

1083 Janice

Haugan

133 Bayside Ct

Richmond

CA

94804-7446

1084 Van

Hausman

Minnesota St

San Francisco

CA

94107-3432

1085 Nancy

Havassy

5940 Thornhill Dr

Oakland

CA

94611-2149

1086 Sigrid

Hawkins

406 Foulkstone Way

Vallejo

CA

94591-7236

1087 Kiyo

Hayasaka

1930 E 27th St

Oakland

CA

94606-3466
95112-7422

1088 Sandra

Hayden

130 E San Fernando St Ph 21

San Jose

CA

1089 Jerry

Hayes

150 W G St

Benicia

CA

94510-3142

1090 Suzanne

Hayes

Allendale Ave.

Oakland

CA

94619-2500

1091 Audrey

Haynes

716 Arlington Ave

Berkeley

CA

94707-1634

1092 Audrey

Haynes

6465 San Pablo Ave Unit 402

Emeryville

CA

94608-2177

1093 Rita

Hays

175 Caprice Cir

Hercules

CA

94547-2082

1094 Janny

Hazelaar

1040 Ashbury St Apt 6

San Francisco

CA

94117-4435

1095 Jennifer

Hazen

539 Hoover Ave

San Jose

CA

95126-2408

1096 Lisa

Hazen

21151 Deepwell Ct

Saratoga

CA

95070-5709

1097 Shannon

Healey

425 Walnut St Apt 1

San Carlos

CA

94070-2334

1098 Meldan

Heaslip

40 Ardmore Rd

Kensington

CA

94707-1309

1099 Terry

Heffernan

991 Tennessee St

San Francisco

CA

94107-3013

1100 Linda

Hegenbarth

1230 Hayes St Apt 8

San Francisco

CA

94117-1556

1101 Jennifer

Heggie

532 Flood Ave

San Francisco

CA

94112-1337

1102 Susan

Heileman

1268 64th St # B

Emeryville

CA

94608-1105

1103 Donna

Heim

19251 Brookhurst St

Huntington Beach

CA

92646-2923

1104 Christian

Heinold

547 24th St Apt 21

Oakland

CA

94612-1742
94612-1742

1105 Christian

Heinold

547 24th St Apt 21

Oakland

CA

1106 James T

Heintzelman

27543 Black Mountain Rd

Los Altos Hills

CA

94022-3205

1107 Shawn

Heiser

125 Bertita St

San Francisco

CA

94112-3206

1108 Robert

Heisler

1908 14th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94116-1335

1109 Christine

Heitman

3150 16th St

San Francisco

CA

94103-3328

1110 Eliot

Helman

park St

San Francisco

CA

94110-5910

1111 Sharron

Helmholz

5011 Ponderosa Ter

Campbell

CA

95008-5751

1112 Zel

Helstrom

860 Arbor Ct

Livermore

CA

94550-4713

1113 Douglas

Hembry

201 Marchmont Dr

Los Gatos

CA

95032-5604

1114 Jeffrey

Hemenez

2600 Camino Ramon

San Ramon

CA

94583-5000

1115 Jeffrey

Hemenez

2600 Camino Ramon

San Ramon

CA

94583-5000

1116 Georgeann

Hemingway-Proia

19 Serramar Dr

Oakland

CA

94611-1850

1117 Almalee

Henderson

2550 Dana St Apt 2e

Berkeley

CA

94704-2863

1118 Almalee

Henderson

2550 Dana St Apt 2e

Berkeley

CA

94704-2863

1119 Jere & Jen

Henderson

606 San Conrado Ter Unit 1

Sunnyvale

CA

94085-3180

1120 Karyl

Hendrick

1819 Salisbury Dr

Fairfield

CA

94534-2954
94954-9511

1121 Keli

Hendricks

8687a Lakeville Hwy

Petaluma

CA

1122 Edward

Henicle

1963 Viewpointe Cir

Santa Rosa

CA

95403-0972

1123 Maria

Hennessy

145 N 14th St

San Jose

CA

95112-6211

1124 Stephen

Henry

3047 Benvenue Ave

Berkeley

CA

94705-2509

1125 Carroll

Henschel

7400 Circle Hill Dr

Oakland

CA

94605-2622

1126 Jean

Hepner

540 Alameda De Las Pulgas

Redwood City

CA

94062-2908

1127 Jean

Hepner

540 Alameda De Las Pulgas

Redwood City

CA

94062-2908

1128 Samuel

Hergerather

7527 Kennedy Rd

Sebastopol

CA

95472-5421

1129 Kathy

Herman

5150 Coronado Ave

Oakland

CA

94618-1004

1130 Birgit

Hermann

627 Page St Apt 7

San Francisco

CA

94117-2594

1131 Maria

Hernandez

4679 Warm Springs Rd

Glen Ellen

CA

95442-8743

1132 Rose

Hernandez

90 Park Dr

Morgan Hill

CA

95037-6100

1133 Ana

Herold

1021 Banyan Way

Pacifica

CA

94044-3631

1134 Joann

Herr

3050 Arizona St

Oakland

CA

94602-3948
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1135 Gary

Hesler

846 Waverly Cmn

Livermore

CA

1136 Ellis

Heyer

221 Mount Shasta Dr

San Rafael

CA

94551-7500
94903-1082

1137 Steven

Hibshman

609 Celestial Ln

Foster City

CA

94404-2751

1138 Cass

Hicks

2 Opal

Bolinas

CA

94924-9620

1139 Lacey

Hicks

994 Mangrove Ave Apt A

Sunnyvale

CA

94086-8922
94518-1935

1140 Norman

Hietala

4425 Grays Ct

Concord

CA

1141 Inez

Hileman

5 Oak Flat Rd

Orinda

CA

94563-1922

1142 Alison

Hill

932 Hawthorne Dr

Lafayette

CA

94549-4645
94525-1530

1143 Beverly

Hill

364 Edwards St

Crockett

CA

1144 Beverly

Hill

364 Edwards St

Crockett

CA

94525-1530

1145 Kirsten

Hill

792 30th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94121-3520

1146 Glen

Himberg

79 Nelson Ave

Mill Valley

CA

94941-2121

1147 Eileen

Hinds

1769 Bishop Dr

Concord

CA

94521-2008

1148 Ward

Hinds

1769 Bishop Dr

Concord

CA

94521-2008

1149 Robert

Hines

3651 Glenwood Ave

Redwood City

CA

94062-3031

1150 S R

Hinrichs

364 W Olive Ave Apt 14

Sunnyvale

CA

94086-7639

1151 Randolph

Hinz

17 Melinda Ln

Petaluma

CA

94952-1634

1152 Carol

Hirth

1309 Cornell Ave

Berkeley

CA

94702-1009

1153 Elaine

Hirtle

1401 Cottage St Apt D

Alameda

CA

94501-2465

1154 Elaine

Hirtle

1401 Cottage St Apt D

Alameda

CA

94501-2465

1155 David

Hirtzel

500 Crestlake Dr

San Francisco

CA

94132-1325

1156 Phyllis

Hislop

59 Carol Ln Apt 152

Oakley

CA

94561-4449

1157 Charlotte

Hjellum

150 Mariner Green Ct

Corte Madera

CA

94925-2014

1158 Ann

Hoban

2685 Bardy Rd

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-8476

1159 Cindy

Hoch

5885 Morpeth St

Oakland

CA

94618-2509

1160 Eric

Hodges

128 Willow Ave

Corte Madera

CA

94925-1438

1161 Saundra

Hodges

4212 Omega Ave

Castro Valley

CA

94546-4637

1162 Urs

Hoelzle

PO Box 60520

Palo Alto

CA

94306-0520

1163 Christine

Hoex

330 Horn Ave

Santa Rosa

CA

95407-8246

1164 Christine

Hoffman

2815 Russell St

Berkeley

CA

94705-2319

1165 Freda

Hofland

27070 Sherlock Rd

Los Altos Hills

CA

94022-4239

1166 Lonner

Holden

PO Box 9559

San Rafael

CA

94912-9559

1167 Phyllis

Holliday

555 Taylor St Apt 406

San Francisco

CA

94102-1244

1168 Paula

Holm

143 Northpark Dr

Vacaville

CA

95688-2014

1169 John

Holmes

1338 Douglass St

San Francisco

CA

94131-1830

1170 Tara

Holmes

1505 Masonic Ave

San Francisco

CA

94117-4527

1171 John

Holtzclaw

1508 Taylor St Apt 5

San Francisco

CA

94133-4255

1172 Susan

Holzer

165 Los Cerritos Dr

Vallejo

CA

94589-2706

1173 Jeff

Homan

161 Ada Ave

Mountain View

CA

94043-4904

1174 Gwynne

Hooke

1324 Flora St

Crockett

CA

94525-1337

1175 Gwynne

Hooke

1324 Flora St

Crockett

CA

94525-1337

1176 Shawn

Hoose

718 Teresi Ct Apt 3

San Jose

CA

95117-2550

1177 Victoria

Hoover

735 Geary St Apt 501

San Francisco

CA

94109-7327

1178 Kathleen

Hopkins

671 Vernon St Apt 101

Oakland

CA

94610-1485
94949-6085

1179 Ian

Hopper

448 Ignacio Blvd # 215

Novato

CA

1180 Tanya

Hoppes

5195 Diane Ct

Livermore

CA

94550-3501

1181 Andrew

Horn

1576 Great Hwy Apt 304

San Francisco

CA

94122-2868

1182 Jerry

Horner

140 Flora Ave Apt 107

Walnut Creek

CA

94595-1234

1183 Helen

Horton

202 Apple Creek Ln

Santa Rosa

CA

95401-6182

1184 Rosanna

Horton

1411 Floribunda Ave Apt 1a

Burlingame

CA

94010-3837

1185 Terry & Mr. Martin

Horwitz

1326 23rd Ave

San Francisco

CA

94122-1608

1186 Deobrah

Hoskins

1324 Fair Oaks Ave

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-4024
94110-2520

1187 John

Hovell

3189 21st St # 2

San Francisco

CA

1188 Annette

Hovorka

163 Shooting Star Isle

Foster City

CA

94404-1805

1189 Doug

Howard

2671 W Pueblo Ave

Napa

CA

94558-4347

1190 Erin

Howard

655 12th St

Oakland

CA

94607-3636

1191 Wendy

Howell

211 Arrowhead Dr

Vacaville

CA

95687-4903

1192 Julia

Howlett

1055 N 2nd St

San Jose

CA

95112-4931

1193 Robert

Hubbard

6175 Meridian Ave

San Jose

CA

95120-4425

1194 Lesley

Hudak

3 Rita Way

Orinda

CA

94563-4131

1195 Molly

Huddleston

PO Box 1119

Santa Rosa

CA

95402-1119

1196 Ronald

Huesman

130 Zephyr Pl

Danville

CA

94526-5142

1197 Jo Ann

Huffman

2415 Marti Rae Ct

Alameda

CA

94501-4504
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1198 Jo Ann

Huffman

2415 Marti Rae Ct

Alameda

CA

94501-4504

1199 Kimberly

Hughes

48 Carmelita Ave

Mill Valley

CA

94941-2049

1200 Joyce

Hulbert

1315 Walnut St

Berkeley

CA

94709-1408

1201 Juan

Humbert

1617b Dolores St

San Francisco

CA

94110-4906

1202 Gilia

Humrich

9887 Hillside Dr

Forestville

CA

95436-9774

1203 Michael

Hundt

862 Promenade Ct

San Jose

CA

95138-1306

1204 William & Lesley

Hunt

236 Warwick Dr

Walnut Creek

CA

94598-3213

1205 Trymon

Hunter

514 Baines Ave

Sonoma

CA

95476-3969

1206 Minda

Hurd

10 La Cumbre Ct

Hillsborough

CA

94010-6644

1207 Jeffrey

Hurwitz

582 42nd Ave

San Francisco

CA

94121-2531

1208 J.

Huston

Lester Ave.

Oakland

CA

94606

1209 Jill

Hutchinson

671 10th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94118-3609

1210 Rick

Huyett

21539 Jessie Way

Los Gatos

CA

95033-8906

1211 Jacqueline

Hyde

944 Delano St

San Lorenzo

CA

94580-1213

1212 Liz

Ibarra

505 Acadia Dr

Petaluma

CA

94954-6661

1213 Bonnie

Idso

490 S Lassen St Spc 3

Susanville

CA

96130-4863

1214 Jeri

Idso

729 Apgar St

Oakland

CA

94609-2311

1215 Wallace

Iimura

10192 Parish Pl

Cupertino

CA

95014-2206

1216 Libby

Ingalls

2565 Washington St Apt 3

San Francisco

CA

94115-1828

1217 Joan

Ingram-Eiser

PO Box 1211

Point Reyes Station

CA

94956-1211

1218 Donald

Ino

551 36th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94121-2607

1219 Kathryn

Inouye

1270 Madelyne Pl

Santa Rosa

CA

95409-6158
94128-1081

1220 Fred

Ireland

PO Box 281081

San Francisco

CA

1221 Matthew

Iribarne

1953 Ofarrell St

San Francisco

CA

94115-3506

1222 Benjamin

Irwin

827 La Para Ave

Palo Alto

CA

94306-2648

1223 Yvette

Irwin

427 H St

Martinez

CA

94553-3710

1224 David

Isaac

670 Sycamore Ct

Livermore

CA

94551-7511

1225 Aaron

Isherwood

1532 7th St

Berkeley

CA

94710-1807

1226 Tasha

Isolani

659 Vistamont Ave

Berkeley

CA

94708-1226

1227 Grant

Itokazu

2966 Carlsen St

Oakland

CA

94602-3457

1228 Lisa

Jack

1717 Novato Blvd Apt 3

Novato

CA

94947-3043

1229 Ardis

Jackson

320 Napa St

Rodeo

CA

94572-1330

1230 Elizabeth

Jackson

1944 Anza St Apt 2

San Francisco

CA

94118-3655

1231 Jennifer

Jackson

419 Vernon St

Oakland

CA

94610-2927

1232 Melanie

Jackson

6536 Pine Valley Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95409-5886

1233 Ron

Jacob

3528 Appleton Dr

San Jose

CA

95117-2501

1234 Veronica

Jacobi

408 Hickory Cir

Santa Rosa

CA

95407-5827

1235 David

Jacobs

229 Brannan St Unit 7c

San Francisco

CA

94107-4049

1236 Jinnifer

Jacobs

912 Renee Ct

Santa Rosa

CA

95401-5420

1237 JoAnne

Jacobs

955 Innes Ave

San Francisco

CA

94124-2904

1238 Karen

Jacobs

1501 Blake St Apt 205

Berkeley

CA

94703-1885

1239 Karen

Jacobs

PO Box 2993

Yountville

CA

94599-2993

1240 Anna

Jacopetti

4939 Deerwood Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95403-1403

1241 Anna

Jacopetti

4939 Deerwood Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95403-1403
94102-1205

1242 Joe

Jah

536 Mason St Apt 305

San Francisco

CA

1243 Edna

Jamati

2422 Waverley St

Palo Alto

CA

94301-4244

1244 Suzanne

James

32 Redondo Ct

Saint Helena

CA

94574-1251

1245 Shunko

Jamvold

340 Acadia Ln

San Rafael

CA

94903-2269

1246 Anna

Janakiraman

1998 Deodara Dr

Los Altos

CA

94024-7054
94109-6366

1247 Kelly

Janes

969 Bush St

San Francisco

CA

1248 Lisa

Jang

2144 Valdes Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95403-2436

1249 Al

Janulaw

6560 Eagle Ridge Rd

Penngrove

CA

94951-9575

1250 Gail

Jarocki

6182 McBryde Ave

Richmond

CA

94805-1223

1251 Risa

Jaroslow

363 Santa Clara Ave

Oakland

CA

94610-2629

1252 Julia

Javrotsky

18 Woodstock Ct

San Rafael

CA

94903-4619

1253 Mohan

Jayapal

615 Blossom Hill Rd Apt 11

Los Gatos

CA

95032-4533

1254 Mark

Jeffries

71 28th St

San Francisco

CA

94110-4908

1255 Berget

Jelane

523 Winterberry Way

San Jose

CA

95129-1951

1256 Michael

Jenner

1795 Guinda St

Palo Alto

CA

94303-2947

1257 Cheriel

Jensen

13737 Quito Rd

Saratoga

CA

95070-4752
94014-3450

1258 Julianne

Jensen

1411 Eddington Ln

Daly City

CA

1259 Kevin

Jensen

134 Mabry Way

San Rafael

CA

94903-2962

1260 Michael

Jhon

513 Lexington Ave

El Cerrito

CA

94530-3553
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1261 Lance

Jillson

PO Box 815

Bolinas

CA

1262 Nancy

Jo

1633 Ward St

Berkeley

CA

94703-1827

1263 Katy

Joe

1703 7th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94122-4705

94924-0815

1264 Oda

John

2000 Post St

San Francisco

CA

94115-3500

1265 Andrew

Johns

626 La Paloma Rd

El Sobrante

CA

94803-1736

1266 Jon

Johnsen

459 38th St

Richmond

CA

94805-2210

1267 Cliff

Johnson

801 Arnold Way Apt 215

Half Moon Bay

CA

94019-2385

1268 Elvis

Johnson

906 Sir Francis Drake Blvd

San Anselmo

CA

94960-1901
95126-2775

1269 Gregg

Johnson

790 Lenzen Ave Apt 344

San Jose

CA

1270 Janet

Johnson

5804 Alameda Ave

Richmond

CA

94804-4823

1271 Jeffrey

Johnson

4911 James Ave

Castro Valley

CA

94546-3661

1272 Katie

Johnson

1016 Keeler Ave

Berkeley

CA

94708-1404

1273 Marcia

Johnson

1460 Big Cedar Ln

Sebastopol

CA

95472-5628

1274 Randy

Johnson

7503 Elphick Rd

Sebastopol

CA

95472-4711

1275 Sage

Johnson

1730 Kearny St

San Francisco

CA

94133-2468

1276 Torger

Johnson

6252 Outlook Ave

Oakland

CA

94605-1822

1277 John

Johnston

1022 Petra Dr

Napa

CA

94558-1109

1278 John

Johnston

1022 Petra Dr

Napa

CA

94558-1109

1279 John

Johnston

1022 Petra Dr

Napa

CA

94558-1109

1280 John

Johnston

1022 Petra Dr

Napa

CA

94558-1109

1281 John

Johnston

1022 Petra Dr

Napa

CA

94558-1109

1282 Allison

Jones

2107 Van Ness Ave

San Francisco

CA

94109-2573

1283 Amanda

Jones

845 Humboldt St

Richmond

CA

94805-1442

1284 Basil Kent

Jones

3012 King St

Berkeley

CA

94703-2420

1285 Betsy

Jones

473 Montecito Ave

Corte Madera

CA

94925-1569

1286 Carolyn

Jones

2844 Garber St

Berkeley

CA

94705-1315

1287 Charles

Jones

801 Tupper St Apt 1411

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-5004

1288 Charles

Jones

801 Tupper St Apt 1411

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-5004

1289 Chris

Jones

1319 Paru St

Alameda

CA

94501-2555

1290 Craig

Jones

532 Grand Ave

South San Francisco

CA

94080-3532

1291 Jacquelin

Jones

7887 Moorfoot Ct

San Jose

CA

95135-2117

1292 Janice

Jones

2612 Tulare Ave

El Cerrito

CA

94530-1437

1293 Karen

Jones

123 Main St

Sonoma

CA

95476-6513

1294 Karen

Jones

123 Main St

Sonoma

CA

95476-6513

1295 Lisa

Jones

201 Michael Dr Apt A10

Campbell

CA

95008-3266

1296 Thomas

Jones

950 Grizzly Peak Blvd

Berkeley

CA

94708-1549

1297 Linda

Jordan

171 Montecito Ave

Oakland

CA

94610-4564

1298 Peter

Joseph

53 Summit Rd

San Anselmo

CA

94960-2240

1299 Starr

Jow

2432 Alamo St

Pinole

CA

94564-1409

1300 Wally

Juchert

224 Mockingbird Cir

Santa Rosa

CA

95409-6218

1301 Katarin

Jurich

1300 Quarry Ct Apt 113

Richmond

CA

94801-4149

1302 Katarin

Jurich

1300 Quarry Ct Apt 113

Richmond

CA

94801-4149

1303 Charlie

K

17th St

San Francisco

CA

94114

1304 John

K

111 State St

Concord

CA

94518

1305 Susan

Kaar

928 Hamilton Dr

Pleasant Hill

CA

94523-3565

1306 John And Ann

Kadyk

1060 Mariposa Ave

Berkeley

CA

94707-2444

1307 Matthew

Kaftor

340 Capp St # 2

San Francisco

CA

94110-1808

1308 Judith

Kahle

343 Wyoming St

Fairfield

CA

94533-5146

1309 Andrean

Kalemis

6625 Marymonte Ct

San Jose

CA

95120-4517
94945-4178

1310 Ruth

Kalter

846 Reichert Ave

Novato

CA

1311 Rebecca

Kam

28 Garner Dr

Novato

CA

94947-4463

1312 Jason

Kamalie

640 Clay St

San Francisco

CA

94111-2502
94121-2555

1313 Joseph

Kaminski

4935 Anza St Apt 5

San Francisco

CA

1314 Scott

Kaminski

2170 Manchester Rd

San Leandro

CA

94578-1134

1315 Cindy

Kamm

283 Summit Ave

Mill Valley

CA

94941-1028
94901-4944

1316 Lisa

Kampmeyer

101 Marin St

San Rafael

CA

1317 Daniel

Kanaan

61 Los Cerros Pl

Walnut Creek

CA

94598-3106

1318 Monroe

Kanouse

581 Capp St

San Francisco

CA

94110-2515

1319 Edward

Kansa

5218 Theresa Way

Livermore

CA

94550-2341

1320 Michael And Audrey

Kapitan

4 Quixote Ct

Santa Rosa

CA

95409-4311
94608-1365

1321 Jill

Kaplan

939 61st St Ste 13

Oakland

CA

1322 Rachel

Kaplan

71 Purrington Rd

Petaluma

CA

94952-4862

1323 Bennett

Karen

4123 Alpine Rd

Portola Valley

CA

94028-8042
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1324 Roy

Karlen

84 Monte Cimas Ave

Mill Valley

CA

1325 Lou

Karnopp

4648 Deermeadow Way

Antioch

CA

94941-1742
94531-7131

1326 Michael

Karsh

275 Brady Ct

Martinez

CA

94553-3576

1327 Paul

Karsh

275 Brady Ct

Martinez

CA

94553-3576

1328 Annie

Kaskade

231 Hillside Dr

Woodside

CA

94062-3522

1329 David

Kaskowitz

306 Park St

San Francisco

CA

94110-5911

1330 Bronte

Kass

16383 Aztec Ridge Dr

Los Gatos

CA

95030-7503

1331 Zoe

Kastl

1630 Guerrero St

San Francisco

CA

94110-4963
94610-2517

1332 Mary

Kastner

1008 Trestle Glen Rd

Oakland

CA

1333 Laini

Katheiser

481 W Maple Way

Woodside

CA

94062-4142

1334 Joanna

Katz

1320 Addison St Apt A412

Berkeley

CA

94702-1707

1335 Judith

Katz

1328 6th St

Berkeley

CA

94710-1407

1336 Raymond

Katz

79 Frances Ave

Larkspur

CA

94939-1009

1337 Richard

Katz

733 S Van Ness Ave Apt 4

San Francisco

CA

94110-1927

1338 Andrea

Kaufman

14529 Redwood Ln

Guerneville

CA

95446-9662

1339 Irene

Kaufman

Gennessee St

San Francisco

CA

94112-1345

1340 Michael

Kavanaugh

2797 Clay St

San Francisco

CA

94115-1711

1341 Junko

Kawai

820 Valley Run

Hercules

CA

94547-1440

1342 Joyce

Kearney

2909 Ptarmigan Dr Apt 2

Walnut Creek

CA

94595-5822

1343 Lisa

Kearney

1735 Southgate Dr

Petaluma

CA

94954-3001

1344 Patric

Kearns

15592 Maplewood Dr

Sonoma

CA

95476-3246

1345 Helen

Keenan

3917 Beresford St Apt 4

San Mateo

CA

94403-4595

1346 Marjory

Keenan

1816 Vine St

Berkeley

CA

94703-1138

1347 Kathleen

Keigharn

5482 Taft Ave

Oakland

CA

94618-1579

1348 Ann Catherine

Keirns

PO Box 20427

Castro Valley

CA

94546-8427

1349 Maxwell

Keith

133 Commonwealth Ave

San Francisco

CA

94118-2603

1350 Benjamin

Keller

6351 Florio St # A

Oakland

CA

94618-1335
94080-1242

1351 Bruce

Keller

272 Ferndale Ave

South San Francisco

CA

1352 Kathy

Keller

1348 Rockledge Ln Apt 1

Walnut Creek

CA

94595-2812

1353 L.

Keller

PO Box 22467

Oakland

CA

94609-5067

1354 Rosemary

Keller

210 West St

Petaluma

CA

94952-2136

1355 Carl

Kelley

1502 Posen Ave

Albany

CA

94706-2520

1356 Glen

Kelley

625 Mund Rd Trlr 11

Saint Helena

CA

94574-9791

1357 Glen

Kelley

625 Mund Rd Trlr 11

Saint Helena

CA

94574-9791

1358 Glen

Kelley

625 Mund Rd Trlr 11

Saint Helena

CA

94574-9791

1359 Ronald

Kelley

2521 Polk St

San Francisco

CA

94109-1606

1360 Barbara

Kelly

5 Camelford Ct

Moraga

CA

94556-2408

1361 Flo

Kelly

139 Ellsworth St

San Francisco

CA

94110-5640

1362 Jennifer

Kelly

1750 University Ave

Palo Alto

CA

94301-3143

1363 Kathy

Kelly

965 Magnolia Ave Apt 76

Larkspur

CA

94939-1029

1364 Kristian

Kelly

7 Indigo Dr Unit 210

Petaluma

CA

94954-7604
94605-1177

1365 Nancy

Kelly

5601 Picardy Dr S

Oakland

CA

1366 S

Kelly

15 Corte Saratoga

San Rafael

CA

94903-1803

1367 Zahra

Kelly

4385 25th St

San Francisco

CA

94114-3602

1368 Jessica

Kelmon

44 Iron Horse Ln

Walnut Creek

CA

94597-6952

1369 Jo

Kemling

3532 Emmett Pl

Santa Clara

CA

95051-1407

1370 David

Kemnitzer

37 Croxton Ave

Oakland

CA

94611-5719

1371 Michael

Kemper

1388 California St # 404a

San Francisco

CA

94109-4915

1372 Thomas

Kendrick

PO Box 21238

El Sobrante

CA

94820-1238

1373 Patrick M.

Kennedy

1287 59th St

Emeryville

CA

94608-2143

1374 Patrick M.

Kennedy

1287 59th St

Emeryville

CA

94608-2143

1375 Gretchen

Kenney

8 Country Ln

Redwood City

CA

94061-3620

1376 Claudia

Kenyon

27 Cross Way

Los Gatos

CA

95030-6213

1377 Asaf

Kerem

115 1st Ave

Pacifica

CA

94044-2201

1378 Mary

Kern

1882 Bodie St

Santa Rosa

CA

95403-2494

1379 Heather

Kerr

21950 McKean Rd

San Jose

CA

95120-3701

1380 Rubi

Khilnani

1 Baywood Ave

San Mateo

CA

94402-1523

1381 Lavive

Kiely

1420 Portola Dr

San Francisco

CA

94127-1409

1382 Timothy

Kilbreath

20333 Hebard Rd

Los Gatos

CA

95033-8858

1383 Sofia

Killion

San Anselmo

San Anselmo

CA

94960

1384 Samuel

Kim

450 N Mathilda Ave Apt W203

Sunnyvale

CA

94085-4294

1385 Jackson

Kinder

1922 El Dorado Ave

Berkeley

CA

94707-2405

1386 Allison

Kinerman

1601 52nd Ave

Oakland

CA

94601-5205
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1387 Matt

King

95 Duane St Apt 1

San Jose

CA

95110-2946

1388 Harrison B.

Kinney, Jr.

43 Dutch Valley Ln

San Anselmo

CA

94960-1045

1389 Harrison B.

Kinney, Jr.

43 Dutch Valley Ln

San Anselmo

CA

94960-1045

1390 Harrisonb

Kinneyjr

43 Dutch Valley Ln

San Anselmo

CA

94960-1045

1391 Harrisonb

Kinneyjr

43 Dutch Valley Ln

San Anselmo

CA

94960-1045

1392 Ardath

Kirchner

164 Sadowa St

San Francisco

CA

94112-2942

1393 Carol

Kirk

2360 Redwood Rd Apt 238

Napa

CA

94558-3287

1394 Judith

Kirk

272 Nevada St

Redwood City

CA

94062-2136

1395 Laura

Kirton

588 Kingston Rd

Belmont

CA

94002-2320

1396 Brian

Kirven

PO Box 811

Point Reyes Station

CA

94956-0811

1397 Koko

Kittell

36354 Darvon St

Newark

CA

94560-2616

1398 Carol

Klammer

5480 Vicente Way

Oakland

CA

94609-1933

1399 Janet

Klasey

689 Center Ave

Martinez

CA

94553-4666

1400 Janet

Klecker

415 Linda Dr

Sonoma

CA

95476-5614

1401 Howard

Klein

3950 Nelson Ct

Palo Alto

CA

94306-4521

1402 Peter

Klein

Portal Ave

Cupertino

CA

95014-2325

1403 Thomas

Klein

1246 Sandelin Ave

San Leandro

CA

94577-3945

1404 V Joseph

Klein

700 E L St

Benicia

CA

94510-3515

1405 V. Joseph

Klein

700 E L St

Benicia

CA

94510-3515

1406 Rebecca

Kliu

1050 Johnson Ave

San Jose

CA

95129-3126

1407 Ron

Kloberdanz

2751 Kilconway Ln

South San Francisco

CA

94080-3847

1408 Barbara

Kloeppel

966 Ordway St

Albany

CA

94706-2143

1409 Frank

Klug

149 Orchard Oak Cir

Campbell

CA

95008-2133

1410 Frank

Klug

149 Orchard Oak Cir

Campbell

CA

95008-2133

1411 Leslie

Kneeland

2324 Gads Hill St

Santa Rosa

CA

95401-4932

1412 Carol

Knight

3377 Waverley St

Palo Alto

CA

94306-3533

1413 Kendra

Knight

1557 Albemarle Way

Burlingame

CA

94010-4657

1414 Karl & Martha

Knobler

1256 Monterey Ave

Berkeley

CA

94707-2719

1415 June

Ko-Dial

4226 Midvale Ave

Oakland

CA

94602-4012

1416 Hugo

Kobayashi

1391 8th Ave Apt 3

San Francisco

CA

94122-2417

1417 Hugo

Kobayashi

1391 8th Ave Apt 3

San Francisco

CA

94122-2417

1418 Michael

Koch

3219 23rd St Apt 5

San Francisco

CA

94110-3241

1419 Thatcher And Connie

Koch

PO Box 610041

San Jose

CA

95161-0041

1420 Thomas

Koester

1275 8th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94122-2464

1421 Thomas

Koester

1275 8th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94122-2464

1422 Roger

Kohler

38 N Almaden Blvd

San Jose

CA

95110-2720

1423 Michael

Kohnen

5923 Harbor View Ave

San Pablo

CA

94806-4239

1424 Ellen

Koivisto

1556 Great Hwy Apt 101

San Francisco

CA

94122-2856

1425 Anja

Kollbach

2180 Camino De Los Robles

Menlo Park

CA

94025-6532

1426 Suzanne

Komili

2235 Mission St Apt 3

San Francisco

CA

94110-1897

1427 Jaine

Kopp

7316 Plank Ct

El Cerrito

CA

94530-2041

1428 Jessica

Koran

1290 Sharon Park Dr Apt 42

Menlo Park

CA

94025-7037

1429 Greg

Korelich

1840 Albany Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95401-3605

1430 Blanche

Korfmacher

2780 19th Ave Unit 78

San Francisco

CA

94132-5178

1431 Gene

Kostruba

468 Sierra Vista Ave Apt 15

Mountain View

CA

94043-2935

1432 Earl

Koteen

1438 Bonita Ave Apt 2

Berkeley

CA

94709-1954

1433 Michael

Kottler

3183 Wayside Plz Apt 302

Walnut Creek

CA

94597-2073

1434 Luanne

Kovalick

4572 El Lago Ct

Oakley

CA

94561-4107

1435 Michael

Kovitch

81 Frank Norris St Unit 705

San Francisco

CA

94109-9220

1436 Tessa

Kraft

25 Front St Apt F

Healdsburg

CA

95448-4456

1437 Art

Krakowsky

3052 Reed Ave

Livermore

CA

94550-9615

1438 James

Kramer

1600 Lakeshore Ave

Oakland

CA

94606-1602

1439 Julie

Kramer

1288 Church St

San Francisco

CA

94114-3918

1440 Stephen

Kramny

415 Masonic Ct

Vallejo

CA

94591-4136

1441 Lisa

Krausz

57 Mercury Ave

Belvedere Tiburon

CA

94920-1344

1442 Caroline

Krewson

2844 Chelsea Dr

Oakland

CA

94611-2508

1443 Xavier

Krieger

613 Winslow St

Crockett

CA

94525-1251

1444 Radha

Krish

bowe ave

Santa Clara

CA

95051-3832

1445 Vivek

Krishnappa

1850 Waverley St

Palo Alto

CA

94301-3845

1446 Madeleine

Krois

1358 14th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94122-2104
94121-0283

1447 Kenneth

Kron

PO Box 210283

San Francisco

CA

1448 Ray

Kronquist

832 Gilchrist Dr Apt 2

San Jose

CA

95133-2511

1449 Cary

Krueger

16200 Rio Nido Rd

Guerneville

CA

95446-9567
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1450 Virginia

Krutilek

921 Broadway

Alameda

CA

94501-6331

1451 Teresa

Kucer

160 Haslemere Ct

Lafayette

CA

94549-2000

1452 Payal

Kullar

29219 Marshbrook Dr

Hayward

CA

94545-1344

1453 Tom

Kunhardt

2506 Delmer St

Oakland

CA

94602-3019

1454 Mark

Kupke

95 Winchester Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95401-4911

1455 Mike

Kurokawa

9 Walter St

San Francisco

CA

94114-1105

1456 Paula

Kursh

700 Bloomfield Rd

Sebastopol

CA

95472-5152

1457 Maria

Kydonieus

4214 E 17th St

Oakland

CA

94601-4513

1458 John

Kyrk

743 Polk St Apt 407

San Francisco

CA

94109-7856

1459 Sarah

L'Etoile

1423d Compton Rd

San Francisco

CA

94129-2815

1460 Isabella

La Rocca

1918 Grant St Apt 3

Berkeley

CA

94703-6003

1461 Alice

Labay

475 Rinconada Ct

Benicia

CA

94510-2332

1462 Roxana

Labrador

32408 Westport Ct

Union City

CA

94587-5160

1463 Cheryl

Labrecque

261 Cumberland St

San Francisco

CA

94114-2605

1464 Sharon

Lacy

342 S Main St

Sebastopol

CA

95472-4209

1465 Nicolas

Ladizinsky

1761 Klamath Ave

San Mateo

CA

94403-1020

1466 Paul

Ladner

1289 55th St

Emeryville

CA

94608-2647

1467 L A

Lafata

180 Water St

Bay Point

CA

94565-3156

1468 Roberta

Lafrance

586 Lewis Ave

San Leandro

CA

94577-2132

1469 Jane

Lagas

261 Wayne Ave

Oakland

CA

94606-1223

1470 Phyllis

Lager

5349 Theresa Way

Livermore

CA

94550-2342

1471 Maureen

Lahiff

3800 Maybelle Ave Apt 9

Oakland

CA

94619-2152

1472 Frank

Lahorgue

12 Mount Susitna Ct

San Rafael

CA

94903-1117

1473 Alezz

Laielen

196 Southern Heights Blvd

San Rafael

CA

94901-5042

1474 Mitch

Laipple

516 Park Blvd

Millbrae

CA

94030-1233

1475 Susan

Lakatos

176 Morningside Dr

San Francisco

CA

94132-1239

1476 Jana

Lalanne

809 Cuesta Dr

Mountain View

CA

94040-3667

1477 Barbara

Lamb

324 Warwick Ave

Oakland

CA

94610-3365

1478 Barbara

Lamb

324 Warwick Ave

Oakland

CA

94610-3365

1479 Jim

Landau

218 Hall Dr

Orinda

CA

94563-4006

1480 Carol

Lane

1260 Pear Dr

Concord

CA

94518-3731

1481 Judi

Lane

30 Romain St

San Francisco

CA

94114-2734

1482 Julie

Lane

1245 Meridian Cir

Santa Rosa

CA

95401-4904

1483 Gary

Lanford

10 Gardenside Dr Apt 6

San Francisco

CA

94131-1471

1484 Johanna

Lang

4219 Tanager Ter

Fremont

CA

94555-3000

1485 Louise

Lang

3093 Deseret Dr

Richmond

CA

94803-2330

1486 Marilyn

Langner

135 Cross Rd

Oakland

CA

94618-2023

1487 Michael

Lanham

840 Warm Springs Road

Kenwood

CA

95452

1488 Michelle

Lanting

10593 Cherry Ridge Rd

Sebastopol

CA

95472-9644

1489 Gary

Lapid

248 Walker Dr Apt 7

Mountain View

CA

94043-2167

1490 Gary

Lapid

248 Walker Dr Apt 7

Mountain View

CA

94043-2167

1491 Angela

Laplante

16010 Rose Ave

Monte Sereno

CA

95030-4219

1492 Timothy

Larkin

1515 Sutter St

San Francisco

CA

94109-5337

1493 Timothy

Larkin

1515 Sutter St

San Francisco

CA

94109-5337

1494 M Anne

Larsen

382 Jayne Ave

Oakland

CA

94610-3367

1495 Elaine

Larson

534 Maria Dr

Petaluma

CA

94954-1588

1496 Eugenia

Larson

160 Canyon Green Pl

San Ramon

CA

94582-4614

1497 Frances

Larson

1060 Terra Nova Blvd Apt 112a

Pacifica

CA

94044-4366

1498 Jacqueline

Lasahn

808 Balra Dr

El Cerrito

CA

94530-3002

1499 Natacha

Lascano

3200 Zanker Rd

San Jose

CA

95134-1943

1500 Annalyce

Lasource

1056 Wild Rose Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95401-5033

1501 Karen

Lassen

583 Colusa Ave

Berkeley

CA

94707-1530

1502 Pamela

Lau

1097 Smith Ave

Campbell

CA

95008-4537

1503 Roxey

Lau

Knoebelstr. 4 B, 80538 Muenchen, Germany San Francisco

CA

94108

1504 Claire

Laurentine

2652 Broderick St

San Francisco

CA

94123-4605

1505 Joyce

Lavey

593 Potrero Ave Apt C

San Francisco

CA

94110-7413

1506 Andrew

Lawrence

410 44th Ave Apt 203

San Francisco

CA

94121-1404

1507 Katherine

Lawrence

46 W Julian St Unit 231

San Jose

CA

95110-2478

1508 Julie

Lawyer

405 Mills Dr

Benicia

CA

94510-1434

1509 Judy

Laxen

121 Seminary Dr Apt G

Mill Valley

CA

94941-3123

1510 Nadja

Lazansky

1715 Addison St

Berkeley

CA

94703-1501

1511 Rachel

Lazansky-Weast

342 S 37th St

Richmond

CA

94804-3234

1512 Rende

Lazure

1003 Tamarisk Dr

Napa

CA

94559-3513
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1513 Ronald

Le

348 Bonita Ave

San Jose

CA

95116-2896

1514 Joanne

Leach

160 Butterfield Rd

San Anselmo

CA

94960-1238

1515 Katherine

Leahy

32888 Palomares Rd

Castro Valley

CA

94552-9612

1516 Karin

Lease

NA

Graton

CA

95444-9353

1517 Anne marie

Lebas

1060 Los Gamos Rd Apt G

San Rafael

CA

94903-2571

1518 W R

Leben

1007 41st St Apt 133

Emeryville

CA

94608-3773

1519 Jean

Lee

1226 7th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94122-2506

1520 Jonathan & Claudia

Lee

768 Woodwind Pl

Walnut Creek

CA

94598-4670
95125-3821

1521 Linyi

Lee

1498 Hicks Ave

San Jose

CA

1522 Cynthia

Leeder

1697 Canberra Dr

San Jose

CA

95124-4700

1523 Jeannine

Leffel

2230 Scenic St

El Cerrito

CA

94530-1810

1524 Jacqueline

Lefler

7720 Bodega Ave Apt 20

Sebastopol

CA

95472-3582

1525 Kyra

Legaroff

5113 Panama Ave

Richmond

CA

94804-5451

1526 Marie

Lehman

1028 Aspen Way

Petaluma

CA

94954-5403

1527 David

Lehrer

2251 Carleton St

Berkeley

CA

94704-3224

1528 Vicki

Leidner

770 Shotwell St

San Francisco

CA

94110-2612
95124-2037

1529 Allen

Leinwand

2086 Casa Mia Dr

San Jose

CA

1530 Dexter

Leland

1358 Yulupa Ave Apt A

Santa Rosa

CA

95405-7266

1531 Alana

Lemarchand

7572 Orange Blossom Dr

Cupertino

CA

95014-5225

1532 Kathryn

Lemlow

511 Stonehouse Ct

Auburn

CA

95603-9502

1533 Marilyn

Lemmon

1265 Contra Costa Dr

El Cerrito

CA

94530-2564

1534 Nicholas

Lenchner

1324 Cashew Rd

Santa Rosa

CA

95403-1543

1535 Kelli

Lent

1827 Harvard Dr

Alameda

CA

94501-1603

1536 Isabel

Leonard

1301 Skycrest Dr Apt 1

Walnut Creek

CA

94595-1853

1537 Isabel

Leonard

1301 Skycrest Dr Apt 1

Walnut Creek

CA

94595-1853

1538 Paul

Leonard

17 Nelson Ave

Mill Valley

CA

94941-2119

1539 Paul

Leonard

17 Nelson Ave

Mill Valley

CA

94941-2119

1540 Lorraine

Leonelli

690 Persian Dr Spc 7

Sunnyvale

CA

94089-1711

1541 Byron

Lerner

10 Manti Ter

Alamo

CA

94507-2748

1542 Leslie

Lethridge

358 60th St

Oakland

CA

94618-1212

1543 Florence

Leto

695 Mariposa Ave Apt 102

Oakland

CA

94610-1322

1544 Albert

Leu

19991 Merritt Dr

Cupertino

CA

95014-2443

1545 Tish

Levee

1555 Terrace Way Apt 5

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-3052

1546 Pam

Lever

215 Hillview Ave

Los Altos

CA

94022-3752

1547 Michael

Levin

4155 Cesar Chavez St Apt 1

San Francisco

CA

94131-1934

1548 Roger

Levin

25 Van Ness Ave

San Francisco

CA

94102-6033

1549 Shaun Marie

Levin

787 Lakeshore Dr

Redwood City

CA

94065-1786

1550 Elinor

Levine

378 63rd St

Oakland

CA

94618-1256

1551 Judith

Levine

2305 La Salle Dr

Pinole

CA

94564-1612

1552 Judith

Levine

5702 Hazel Ave

Richmond

CA

94805-2006

1553 Katie

Levine

1335 Clay St Apt 5

San Francisco

CA

94109-4184

1554 Marilyn

Levine

325 Sylvan Ave Spc 140

Mountain View

CA

94041-1639

1555 Murray

Levine

5702 Hazel Ave

Richmond

CA

94805-2006

1556 Sandra

Levine

1160 Idylberry Rd

San Rafael

CA

94903-1130

1557 Joel

Levitt

3500 Woodbrook Dr

Napa

CA

94558-5234

1558 Michael

Levitt

2520 Ryan Rd Apt 12

Concord

CA

94518-2636

1559 Andrea

Lewin

Sea Cliff

San Francisco

CA

94121

1560 Ashley

Lewis

150 Porteous Ave

Fairfax

CA

94930-2036

1561 Beata

Lewis

PO Box 3146

Sausalito

CA

94966-3146

1562 Debra

Lewis

727 Medford Ave

Hayward

CA

94541-1808

1563 Ildiko

Lewis

801 Folger Ave

Berkeley

CA

94710-2800

1564 Lisa

Lewis

1900 8th St

Berkeley

CA

94710-2015

1565 Patrick

Lewis

5980 Horton St Ste 200

Emeryville

CA

94608-2057

1566 Amy

Li

929 Grace Ave

Oakland

CA

94608-2717

1567 Karen

Liao

154 Lombard St

San Francisco

CA

94111-1141

1568 Pamela

Lichtenwalner

PO Box 473

Stinson Beach

CA

94970-0473

1569 Naomi

Lidicker

108 Willow Ln

Kensington

CA

94707-1235

1570 Jim

Lieberman

36660 Annapolis Rd

Annapolis

CA

95412-9752

1571 Alan

Liechty

766 Filip Rd

Los Altos

CA

94024-4909

1572 Alan

Liechty

766 Filip Rd

Los Altos

CA

94024-4909

1573 Paul

Lifton

817 Craft Ave

El Cerrito

CA

94530-2711

1574 Arlene

Lightford

147 El Pinar

Los Gatos

CA

95032-1147

1575 Patricia

Liles

78 Woodland Ave

San Anselmo

CA

94960-2739
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1576 Jeffrey

Lilly

815 Burnett Ave Apt 4

San Francisco

CA

1577 Kingman

Lim

1829 62nd St

Berkeley

CA

94131-1561
94703-2702

1578 Kingman

Lim

1829 62nd St

Berkeley

CA

94703-2702

1579 Stephanie

Linam

801 Oxford Way

Benicia

CA

94510-3643

1580 Mary

Lindemuth

5709 Mireille Dr

San Jose

CA

95118-3916

1581 Patricia

Linder

839 Bend Ave

San Jose

CA

95136-1804

1582 Bill

Lindner

24 Corte Oriental

Greenbrae

CA

94904-1927

1583 Jesse

Lindsey

45 Clipper St

San Francisco

CA

94114-3913

1584 Julie

Ling-Ino

551 36th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94121-2607

1585 Claudia

Linhares

1535 Buena Vista Ave

Alameda

CA

94501-1258

1586 Nancy

Lion-Storm

719 Pershing Dr

Walnut Creek

CA

94597-2038

1587 Michael

Lipinski

250 Elm St Apt 10

San Mateo

CA

94401-2632

1588 Louise

Lipsey

75 San Marino Dr

San Rafael

CA

94901-1558

1589 Louise

Lipsey

75 San Marino Dr

San Rafael

CA

94901-1558

1590 Louise

Lipsey

75 San Marino Dr

San Rafael

CA

94901-1558

1591 Cassandra

Lista

4120 Whistler Ave

Santa Rosa

CA

95407-7710

1592 Cassandra B.

Lista

4120 Whistler Ave

Santa Rosa

CA

95407-7710

1593 Marti

Litchman

3755 Cesar Chavez

San Francisco

CA

94110-4316

1594 James

Little

560 Kingsley Ave

Palo Alto

CA

94301-3224

1595 Maxine

Litwak

164 Caribe Isle

Novato

CA

94949-5347

1596 Orion

Litzau

2333 Saidel Dr Apt 1

San Jose

CA

95124-4244

1597 Pamela

Livingston

PO Box 150764

San Rafael

CA

94915-0764

1598 Arielle

Llewellyn

PO Box 143

Canyon

CA

94516-0143

1599 Arielle

Llewellyn

PO Box 143

Canyon

CA

94516-0143

1600 Pamela

Llewellyn

1420 Addison St Apt 102

Berkeley

CA

94702-1929

1601 Thomas

Llewellyn

630 Flicker Ridge

Canyon

CA

94516

1602 James

Lobdell

940b Temple Ave

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-5512

1603 Charlene

Locke

17994 Firestone Rd

Hayward

CA

94541-4617

1604 Jan

Lockner

3710 Hicks Rd

Sebastopol

CA

95472-2420

1605 Renee

Locks

325 Richardson Way

Mill Valley

CA

94941-4051

1606 Jenny

Loda

439 49th St Apt 29

Oakland

CA

94609-2156

1607 Robin

Long

857 South Rd

Belmont

CA

94002-2231

1608 Michael

Lopez

1393 23rd Ave

San Francisco

CA

94122-1607

1609 Raven

Lopez

8474 Sonoma Ave

Sebastopol

CA

95472-2445

1610 Trina

Lopez

23rd St

San Francisco

CA

94110-3010

1611 Robert

Lord

1508 Casa De Ponselle

San Jose

CA

95118-1924

1612 Janet

Lorraine

2003 Burbank Ave

Santa Rosa

CA

95407-7116

1613 Janet

Lott

PO Box

Fairfax

CA

94978

1614 Catherine

Loudis

219 Butterfield Rd

San Anselmo

CA

94960-1242

1615 Bart

Lounsbury

17055 Broadway Ter

Oakland

CA

94611-1032

1616 Susan

Love

6850 Gunn Dr

Oakland

CA

94611-1443

1617 James

Lovette-Black

584 Castro St # 821

San Francisco

CA

94114-2512

1618 Macky

Lovina

2171 Sacramento St

San Francisco

CA

94109-3336

1619 Julie

Lovins

PO Box 390689

Mountain View

CA

94039-0689

1620 Kay

Low

210 Cambridge Ave

Kensington

CA

94708-1120

1621 Will

Lowry

308 Hill St

San Francisco

CA

94114-2917

1622 James

Lozano

1515 Hearst Ave

Berkeley

CA

94703-1245

1623 Barbara

Lubicz

6004 Chabolyn Ter

Oakland

CA

94618-1916

1624 Iris

Lubitz

191 E El Camino Real Spc 205

Mountain View

CA

94040-2716

1625 Alan

Lubow

160 Lagunitas Rd

Lagunitas

CA

94938

1626 Janie

Lucas

827 Capp St

San Francisco

CA

94110-3224

1627 Mary

Luckey

658 Vernon St

Oakland

CA

94610-1420
94611-5033

1628 Paul

Luckman

668 Fairmount Ave

Oakland

CA

1629 John

Luebben

97 E Saint James St

San Jose

CA

95112-4058

1630 Brian

Luenow

2134 35th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94116-1611
95118-3543

1631 Mark

Luiso

1326 Star Bush Ln

San Jose

CA

1632 Brittany

Lujan

625 Cedar St Apt M

San Carlos

CA

94070-8003

1633 Margeaux

Lum

390 N Winchester Blvd

Santa Clara

CA

95050-6563

1634 Kirk

Lumpkin

5505 Macdonald Ave

El Cerrito

CA

94530-1639

1635 Peggy

Luna

747 Ruth Dr

Pleasant Hill

CA

94523-1537

1636 Cindi

Lund

206 Estates Dr

Danville

CA

94526-3909

1637 Kenneth

Lundgreen

835 Ofarrell St Apt 513

San Francisco

CA

94109-9052

1638 Teri

Lunn

120 Marvin Ct

Petaluma

CA

94954-1526
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1639 Quang-Tuan

Luong

3373 Meadowlands Ln

San Jose

CA

95135-1637

1640 Elinore

Lurie

21 21st Ave

San Francisco

CA

94121-1203

1641 Rick

Luttmann

917 Dorine Ave

Rohnert Park

CA

94928-1716

1642 Richard

Lyman

3 Atherwood Pl

Redwood City

CA

94061-3663

1643 Diana

Lynch

1800 Arch St

Berkeley

CA

94709-1310

1644 Gail

Lynch

701 Santana Rd

Novato

CA

94945-1532

1645 Lynda

Lynch

1608 Cornell Dr

Alameda

CA

94501-1736

1646 Lauren

Lynley

1072 Via Palma

San Lorenzo

CA

94580-2820

1647 Keira

Lynn

Sunset

benicia

CA

94510

1648 Stephen

Lyon

486 32nd Ave

San Francisco

CA

94121-1724

1649 Jennifer

Lyons

PO Box 645

Menlo Park

CA

94026-0645

1650 Jim

Lyons

669 Kern St

Richmond

CA

94805-1960

1651 Hayward

Maben

401 Dolores St Unit 201

San Francisco

CA

94110-1008

1652 Melanie

Mac Innis

840 Delaware St

Berkeley

CA

94710-2036

1653 Martin

MacKerel

Martin MacKerel

San Francisco

CA

94115-4452

1654 Alec

Macauley

405 Serrano Dr

San Francisco

CA

94132-2276

1655 Kathryn

Macbride

1 La Campana Rd

Orinda

CA

94563-1806

1656 Rob

Macdonald

401 Granelli Ave

Half Moon Bay

CA

94019-1819

1657 Emmanuel

Maceda

1218 Oak Hill Ct

Pinole

CA

94564-2147

1658 Trena

Machado

4110 Crestview Dr

Pittsburg

CA

94565-5744

1659 Ernest

Machen

2136 Ward St

Berkeley

CA

94705-1016

1660 Margaret

Maciborka

101 Lombard St Apt 104w

San Francisco

CA

94111-1147

1661 Stephne

Macintosh

14 Bradley Ln

Antioch

CA

94509-4413

1662 Ingeborg

Mackay

1412 Pheasant Dr

Petaluma

CA

94954-4431

1663 Leslie

Mackay

55 Hancock St

San Francisco

CA

94114-2619

1664 Bonnie

Mackenzie

28 Starbuck Dr

Muir Beach

CA

94965-9715

1665 Patrick

Mackey

20 Whitney St

San Francisco

CA

94131-2743

1666 Sara

Mackusick

1633 Grant St

Berkeley

CA

94703-1375

1667 Pascale

Macleod

626 44th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94121-2507

1668 Pascale

Macleod

626 44th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94121-2507

1669 John

Macneil

2419 10th St

Berkeley

CA

94710-2545

1670 Bryan

Maddan

78124 Elenbrook Ct

Palm Desert

CA

92211-2795

1671 Loretta

Maddux

106 San Pablo Towne Ctr

San Pablo

CA

94806-3950

1672 Andrew

Magallon

775 Sunset Glen Dr

San Jose

CA

95123-4555

1673 Michael and Dawn

Maghakian

175 Ridgeview Ter

Hercules

CA

94547-1981

1674 Shan

Magnuson

915 Carr Ave

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-2943

1675 Kiri

Mah

5154 Miles Ave

Oakland

CA

94618-1088

1676 Ruvita

Maharaj

5980 Horton St

Emeryville

CA

94608-2055

1677 Muriel

Mahrer

13577 Myren Dr

Saratoga

CA

95070-5113

1678 Sally

Maier

2519 8th St

Livermore

CA

94550-4605

1679 Ed

Mainland

1017 Bel Marin Keys Blvd

Novato

CA

94949-5334

1680 Herb

Maintzer

7 Los Flores Ave

South San Francisco

CA

94080-2237

1681 Yefim

Maizel

5025 Diamond Heights Blvd

San Francisco

CA

94131-1621

1682 Dino

Makabenta

381 Half Moon Ln Apt 315

Daly City

CA

94015-2488

1683 Gloria

Maldonado

131 Alameda De Las Pulgas

Redwood City

CA

94062-2711

1684 Amy

Malick

1400 67th St

Berkeley

CA

94702-2705

1685 Brian

Malone

148 Locksley Ave Apt 1

San Francisco

CA

94122-4728

1686 Ilene

Malt

170 Oak Springs Dr

San Anselmo

CA

94960-1327

1687 Rosie

Manina

2296 W Avenue 133rd

San Leandro

CA

94577-4106
95124-1860

1688 Harold

Mann

1751 Balsa Ave

San Jose

CA

1689 Jeanne

Mann

405 El Faisan Dr

San Rafael

CA

94903-4516

1690 Andrew

Manning

PO Box 1485

Ross

CA

94957-1485

1691 Devin

Manno

964 Apricot Ave

Campbell

CA

95008-3268

1692 Jed

Manwaring

1536 Parker Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95405-4525

1693 James

Mapes

2009 Imola Ave # 15

Napa

CA

94559-4372

1694 David

Marancik

2300 Shibley Ave

San Jose

CA

95125-4067

1695 Janet

Marbury

PO Box 341

Redwood City

CA

94064-0341

1696 Hector

Marcia

773 W Sunset Blvd

Hayward

CA

94541-4721

1697 Mcguirk

Margaret

5493 Golden Gate Ave

Oakland

CA

94618-2108

1698 Diane

Marie

1201 Brickyard Way

Point Richmond

CA

94801-4139

1699 Jessy

Marina D Glass

2417 Whitethorne Dr

San Jose

CA

95128-4268

1700 David

Marinsik

1736 Ensenada Ct

Santa Rosa

CA

95401-4635

1701 John

Mark, MD

10 Holyrood Mnr

Oakland

CA

94611-2545
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1702 John

Mark, MD

10 Holyrood Mnr

Oakland

CA

1703 Beth

Marki

2324 Banbury Ct

Martinez

CA

94611-2545
94553-6718

1704 Mariano

Marquez III

955 Bay Shore Blvd

San Francisco

CA

94124-2206

1705 Joseph

Marrino

638 Bamboo Ter

San Rafael

CA

94903-3158

1706 Rebecca

Marsico

1210 Talbot Ave

Berkeley

CA

94706-2336

1707 Rebecca

Marsico

1210 Talbot Ave

Berkeley

CA

94706-2336

1708 Jaen

Martens

9951 Argonne Way

Forestville

CA

95436-9386

1709 Allison

Martin

1519 Saint Charles St

Alameda

CA

94501-2327

1710 Barbara

Martin

2780 Bromley Dr

San Carlos

CA

94070-4316

1711 Ben

Martin

49 Showers Dr Apt A340

Mountain View

CA

94040-1483

1712 Glenn

Martin

3035 23rd St

San Francisco

CA

94110-3315

1713 Kai

Martin

1519 Terra Nova Blvd

Pacifica

CA

94044-3618

1714 Liz

Martin

827 Breeze Pl

Redwood City

CA

94062-3017

1715 Nancy

Martin

777 San Antonio Rd Apt 132

Palo Alto

CA

94303-4858

1716 Susan

Martin

32 Glen Ave

Oakland

CA

94611-4929

1717 Casey

Martinez

1251 31st Ave

San Francisco

CA

94122-1417

1718 Lisa

Martinez

129 1/2 30th St

San Francisco

CA

94110-5403

1719 Lisa

Martinez

129 1/2 30th St

San Francisco

CA

94110-5403

1720 Dan

Maslana

7748 Creekside Dr

Pleasanton

CA

94588-3687
94588-3687

1721 Daniel

Maslana

7748 Creekside Dr

Pleasanton

CA

1722 Cheryl

Maslin

1412 Saint Charles St Apt C

Alameda

CA

94501-7452

1723 John

Mason

59 Washington St Ste 224

Santa Clara

CA

95050-6171

1724 Alison

Massa

564 Stone Dr

Novato

CA

94947-7502

1725 Eileen

Massey

5924 Herzog St

Oakland

CA

94608-2310

1726 Margaret

Mather

732 Masonic Ave

San Francisco

CA

94117-1228

1727 Jim

Mathews

2001 Alameda Apt 169

San Mateo

CA

94403-1253

1728 Karen

Mathews

480 Collinwood Ct

Santa Clara

CA

95054-2109

1729 Melanie

Matson

744 Edgewater Blvd Apt 303

Foster City

CA

94404-2839

1730 Sam

Matsunaga

220 East Ave Apt 1

San Bruno

CA

94066-4956

1731 Teresa

Matta

3477 Twin Oaks Ct

Napa

CA

94558-5226

1732 Dea

Maurizi

1821 Fenwick Pl

Santa Rosa

CA

95401-8410

1733 Hildy

May

18910 Hidden Valley Rd

Guerneville

CA

95446-9616

1734 Jessica

May

250 Mariah Pl

Santa Rosa

CA

95409-2693

1735 Richard

Mayer

1203 Stewart St

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-3547

1736 Donna

Maynard

795 Dutton Ave

San Leandro

CA

94577-2061

1737 R

Mayo

455 Warren Dr

San Francisco

CA

94131-1066

1738 Persephone

Maywald

120 Village Sq # 121

Orinda

CA

94563-2502

1739 Michael

Mayzel

95401 Guernville Road

Santa Rosa

CA

95407

1740 David

Mc Coard

725 Kearney St Apt 1

El Cerrito

CA

94530-3174

1741 Hope

Mc Donnell

342 49th St

Oakland

CA

94609-2239

1742 Arthur & Annette

Mc Garr

3666 La Calle Ct

Palo Alto

CA

94306-2619

1743 Amy

Mc Manus

1738 42nd Ave

San Francisco

CA

94122-4006

1744 Mary

Mc Manus

1800 Spruce St Apt 304

Berkeley

CA

94709-1837

1745 Sharon

McAllister

1940 Grove St

San Francisco

CA

94117-1148

1746 David

McCoard

725 Kearney St Apt 1

El Cerrito

CA

94530-3174

1747 Ian

McCullough

8219 Parkside Ct

Sebastopol

CA

95472-2778

1748 Claudia

McDonagh

5057 August Ct

Castro Valley

CA

94546-2521

1749 Deanna

McGowan

99 Del Loma Ct

Vacaville

CA

95687-9476

1750 William

McGuire

258 9th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94118-2209

1751 Eileen

McNally

325 Berkeley Park Blvd

Kensington

CA

94707-1238

1752 James

McPherson

3200 Monterey St

San Mateo

CA

94403-3827

1753 James

McPherson

3200 Monterey St

San Mateo

CA

94403-3827

1754 John

McVeigh

1348 Filbert St

San Francisco

CA

94109-1724

1755 Mary

McVey-Gill

734 San Rafael Pl

Stanford

CA

94305-1075

1756 Elizabeth

Mcanally

1446 Berkeley Way

Berkeley

CA

94702-1520

1757 Linda

Mccalister

115 Del Loma Ct

Vacaville

CA

95687-9477

1758 Julia

Mccarthy

3016 Hyde St

Oakland

CA

94601-1919

1759 Maggie

Mccarthy

72 Almenar Dr

Greenbrae

CA

94904-1144

1760 Stephen

Mccarthy

404 Sheldon St

Petaluma

CA

94952-2448

1761 Maureen

Mccauley

256 Circular Ave

San Francisco

CA

94131-3134

1762 Robert

Mccauley

716 40th St

Richmond

CA

94805-1812

1763 Locke

Mccorkle

1011 Fulton St

Palo Alto

CA

94301-3313

1764 Theresa

Mccormick

1700 Linden St Apt 2

Oakland

CA

94607-6412
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1765 John

Mccory

363a Marin Ave

Mill Valley

CA

94941-4047

1766 Erin

Mccoy

1626 Borden St

San Mateo

CA

94403-1004

1767 Jill

Mccoy

3001 Bridgeway

Sausalito

CA

94965-1408

1768 Matt

Mccroskey

585 Beresford Ave

Redwood City

CA

94061-4232

1769 Patrick

Mccully

1214 Burnett St

Berkeley

CA

94702-2406

1770 Charlie

Mccumby

5231 Terner Way

San Jose

CA

95136-4114

1771 Deirdre

Mcdonald

6880 Sir Francis Drake Blvd

Forest Knolls

CA

94933

1772 Sally

Mcelravey

12486 Brookglen Dr

Saratoga

CA

95070-3413

1773 James

Mcginley

1711 Cleveland Ave

San Jose

CA

95126-1904

1774 Michael

Mcginley

165 N Point St Apt 220

San Francisco

CA

94133-1511

1775 Patrick

Mcgorty

227 Beaumont Blvd

Pacifica

CA

94044-1408

1776 Cynthia

Mcgrane

1349 Rose St Apt D

Berkeley

CA

94702-1141

1777 Nancy

Mcgraw

682 Charles Ct

Benicia

CA

94510-3734

1778 Todd

Mcgregor

4300b 17th St

San Francisco

CA

94114-1805

1779 Jason

Mcguire

4022 Hawkmount Way

San Ramon

CA

94582-9190

1780 Louise

Mcguire

3706 Los Flores Ave

Concord

CA

94519-1353

1781 Patricia

Mcguire

200 Corte Madera Rd

Portola Valley

CA

94028-7855

1782 Francis

Mcilveen

1427 5th St

Alameda

CA

94501

1783 Carol

Mcinerny

1379 Windsor Way

Brentwood

CA

94513-1180

1784 Misty

Mcintyre

2043 Lincoln Ave Apt D

Alameda

CA

94501-2763

1785 Richard

Mckee

925 Louisa Ct

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-3418

1786 Shirley

Mckelvey

2004 Edgewood Dr

Palo Alto

CA

94303-3107

1787 Julie

Mckenzie

1260 6th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94122-2527

1788 Julia

Mckinney

180 1/2 10th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94118-1127

1789 Janis

Mckinstry

412 Spyglass Pkwy

Vallejo

CA

94591-6909

1790 Rita

Mckissick

1240 Gershwin Ter Unit 307

Fremont

CA

94538-4696

1791 Diane

Mclaughlin

15626 Francis Oaks Way

Los Gatos

CA

95032-4912

1792 Wendy

Mclaughlin

1067 Yosemite Dr

Pacifica

CA

94044-3745

1793 Tom

Mcmahon

5632 Van Fleet Ave

Richmond

CA

94804-5932

1794 Kathleen

Mcmullen

2221 Lake Rd Apt 6

Belmont

CA

94002-8007

1795 Greg

Mcneal

125 E 16th St

Oakland

CA

94606-1720

1796 Allen

Mcniece

825 Arnold Dr

Martinez

CA

94553-6837

1797 Robert

Mcpeek

PO Box 2805

Saratoga

CA

95070-0805
94941-1747

1798 Evy

Mcpherson

23 Saint Jude Rd

Mill Valley

CA

1799 Leslee

Mcpherson

3200 Monterey St

San Mateo

CA

94403-3827

1800 Diana

Mcrae

5341 Manila Ave

Oakland

CA

94618-1105

1801 Dennis

Mcvey

317 Kent Ave

Kentfield

CA

94904-2526

1802 Marcy

Meadows

2609 Edison St

Graton

CA

95444-9304

1803 William

Meadows

340 Evergreen Dr # D

South San Francisco

CA

94080-1238

1804 Edward

Mechem

217 John St

Oakland

CA

94611-4707

1805 Rachele

Mechem

901 Stanyan St

San Francisco

CA

94117-3806

1806 Deborah

Meckler

3948 Stein Ct

South San Francisco

CA

94080-3948

1807 Ernest

Medeiros

PO Box 54

Forestville

CA

95436-0054

1808 Linda

Medeiros

542 Venezia Way

Cloverdale

CA

95425-3279
94502-7431

1809 Paul

Medved

74 Justin Cir

Alameda

CA

1810 Don

Meehan

1714 Merrill Dr

San Jose

CA

95124-5939

1811 Michael

Mees

58 Romine Way

Vallejo

CA

94591-7460

1812 Rev F Noreen

Meginness

4219 Ridgemont Ct

Oakland

CA

94619-3727

1813 Brad

Meikle

60 Hillside Ave

Mill Valley

CA

94941-1105

1814 Carolynn

Melchert

5521 Marshall St

Oakland

CA

94608-2613

1815 Ralph

Mendelson

103 Knoll Cir

Saint Helena

CA

94574-9404

1816 Miranda

Mendoza

700 Madison St

Santa Rosa

CA

95401-6124

1817 Melani

Menendez

1736 Ganges Ave

El Cerrito

CA

94530-1960

1818 Lester

Meninga

2311 S Crest Ave

Martinez

CA

94553-2841

1819 Jack

Merk

765 42nd Ave

San Francisco

CA

94121-3322

1820 Dean

Mermell

121 Santa Marina St

San Francisco

CA

94110-5523

1821 Thomas

Merrick

996 Lincoln Ave

San Jose

CA

95126-3710

1822 Thomas

Merrick

996 Lincoln Ave

San Jose

CA

95126-3710

1823 Rodney

Merrill

1233 Carleton St

Berkeley

CA

94702-2207

1824 Phillip

Mertz

5332 Bryant Ave

Oakland

CA

94618-1430

1825 Michael

Merz

745 Las Colindas Rd

San Rafael

CA

94903-2345

1826 George

Meskus

424 33rd St

Richmond

CA

94804-1510

1827 Jim

Messano

1626 Raquel Ct

San Jose

CA

95128-3639
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1828 Nikita

Metelica

1600 Amphitheatre Pkwy

Mountain View

CA

94043-1351

1829 Nikita

Metelica

1600 Amphitheatre Pkwy

Mountain View

CA

94043-1351

1830 J

Metzener

2804 Clay St

Alameda

CA

94501-6325

1831 Pamela

Meuser

88 S Broadway Unit 3112

Millbrae

CA

94030-3074

1832 Katherine

Meyer

PO Box 1631

Alameda

CA

94501-0179

1833 Joel

Meza

PO Box 210144

San Francisco

CA

94121-0144

1834 Cheri

Mezzapelle

1508 Arbutus Dr

Walnut Creek

CA

94595-1704

1835 Joe

Michael

1819 1/2 Curtis St

Berkeley

CA

94702-1617

1836 June

Michalowski

578 E Jasmine Cir

Santa Rosa

CA

95407-5436

1837 Golda

Michelson

106 Manor Rd

Fairfax

CA

94930-1509

1838 Frances

Michener

57 Bedford Cv

San Rafael

CA

94901-4497

1839 Rose

Miksovsky

5343 Broadway Ter Apt 306

Oakland

CA

94618-1400

1840 George

Miljanich

600 Castle Hill Rd

Redwood City

CA

94061-1102

1841 Charles

Milkewicz

1244 Battery St

Richmond

CA

94801-1807

1842 Theodore

Milkoff

3421 Hidden Hills Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-1306

1843 Alan & Amanda

Miller

84 Walnut Ave

Atherton

CA

94027-3821

1844 Andy

Miller

49 Walter St

San Francisco

CA

94114-1105

1845 Annika

Miller

190 Ethel Ave

Mill Valley

CA

94941-2709

1846 Carolyn

Miller

1195 Green St

San Francisco

CA

94109-2060

1847 Doug

Miller

113 Woodland Ave

San Rafael

CA

94901-5117

1848 Jennifer

Miller

393 Fairmount Ave Apt 5

Oakland

CA

94611-5545

1849 Kylene

Miller

PO Box 5184

Hercules

CA

94547-5184

1850 Laura

Miller

1029 Buena Vista Ave

Alameda

CA

94501-2278

1851 Laura

Miller

1830 Elm St1029 Buena Vista Ave

Alameda

CA

94501-1425

1852 Melissa

Miller

80 W Hookston Rd

Pleasant Hill

CA

94523-4246

1853 Melissa

Miller

80 W Hookston Rd Apt 221

Pleasant Hill

CA

94523-4246

1854 Rhianna

Miller

PO Box 112

Santa Rosa

CA

95402-0112

1855 Robert

Miller

1265 Pacific Ave Apt 24

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-3427

1856 Sandra

Miller

882 Lombard St

San Francisco

CA

94133-2216

1857 Tim

Miller

PO Box 1894

Sonoma

CA

95476-1894

1858 Elizabeth

Milliken

1256 Hudson Ave

Saint Helena

CA

94574-1920

1859 Susana

Millman

2767 22nd St

San Francisco

CA

94110-3460

1860 Susana

Millman

2767 22nd St

San Francisco

CA

94110-3460

1861 Garey

Mills

626 Albemarle St

El Cerrito

CA

94530-3217

1862 Pat

Mimeau

256 Circular Ave

San Francisco

CA

94131-3134

1863 Queenelle

Minet

51 Ridge Rd

Fairfax

CA

94930-1920

1864 Jeremy

Minshull

679 Los Ninos Way

Los Altos

CA

94022-1506

1865 Imran

Mirdad

1215 33rd Ave

San Francisco

CA

94122-1302

1866 Sahand

Mirza

351 Precita Ave

San Francisco

CA

94110-4724

1867 Jill

Mistretta

904 Sir Francis Drake Blvd Apt 2

Kentfield

CA

94904-1572

1868 Joanie

Mitchell

4835 Webster St

Oakland

CA

94609-2114

1869 Lee

Mitchell

7 Ardmore Path

Kensington

CA

94707-1307

1870 Robin

Mitchell

635 Elm St

El Cerrito

CA

94530-3120

1871 Ruby

Mitchell

10619 Farallone Dr

Cupertino

CA

95014-4407

1872 Valory

Mitchell

3907 Everett Ave

Oakland

CA

94602-1763

1873 William

Mitchell

5511 Fernhoff Rd

Oakland

CA

94619-3165

1874 Cody

Mitcheltree

2120 Clement St Apt 16

San Francisco

CA

94121-2070

1875 Michael

Mitsuda

33210 Lake Oneida St

Fremont

CA

94555-1285

1876 Carol

Mock

287 Hirsch Ter

Fremont

CA

94536-1601

1877 Timothy

Moder

1932 McGee Ave

Berkeley

CA

94703-1268

1878 Donna

Moffat

PO Box 526

Bolinas

CA

94924-0526

1879 Sistie

Moffitt

119 Floribel Ave

San Anselmo

CA

94960-2214

1880 Angela

Mogin

55 W 5th Ave

San Mateo

CA

94402-2049

1881 Veronica

Mogyorodi

1280 Mills St

Menlo Park

CA

94025-3230

1882 Veronica

Mogyorodi

1280 Mills St

Menlo Park

CA

94025-3230

1883 Veronica

Mogyorodi

1280 Mills St

Menlo Park

CA

94025-3230

1884 Veronica

Mogyorodi

1280 Mills St

Menlo Park

CA

94025-3230

1885 Veronica

Mogyorodi

1280 Mills St

Menlo Park

CA

94025-3230

1886 Gretchen

Mokry

308 Andover St

San Francisco

CA

94110-6010

1887 Bianca

Molgora

3976 Folsom St

San Francisco

CA

94110-6138

1888 Isabel

Molloy

759 33rd Ave

San Francisco

CA

94121-3427

1889 Carolyn

Mone

538 Eleanor Dr

Woodside

CA

94062-1122

1890 Janet

Monfredini

130 Santa Monica Way

San Francisco

CA

94127-1540
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1891 James R

Monroe

5521 Michigan Blvd

Concord

CA

94521-4041

1892 Elaine

Mont-Eton

83 Billou St

San Rafael

CA

94901-5116

1893 Jean

Mont-Eton

4333 Ulloa St

San Francisco

CA

94116-2068

100 Palm Valley Blvd

1894 Mary

Montaldo

San Jose

CA

95123-1092

1895 Bebita

Montesinos-Vaughan 1701 Clearwood St

Pittsburg

CA

94565-7314

1896 John

Montgomery

6 Edgehill Way

San Rafael

CA

94903-4204

1897 Maryalice

Montgomery

3241 Golden Rain Rd Apt 4

Walnut Creek

CA

94595-1959

1898 Ian And Janeane

Moody

6 Alexander Ave

Sausalito

CA

94965-2512

1899 Kimberly

Moon

416 Hickory Ln

San Rafael

CA

94903-2438

1900 Lowell

Moorcroft

529 34th St

Oakland

CA

94609-3047

1901 Julian

Moore

265 Evergreen Ave

Mill Valley

CA

94941-3349

1902 Karen

Moore

310 West St

Crockett

CA

94525-1256

1903 Richard

Moore

9440 Ross Station Rd

Sebastopol

CA

95472-2132

1904 Robin

Moore

108 Berrellesa St

Martinez

CA

94553-1008

1905 Ted

Moore

820 Valley Run

Hercules

CA

94547-1440

1906 Terry

Moore

2550 E 12th St

Oakland

CA

94601-1502

1907 William

Moore

687 Ensenada Ave

Berkeley

CA

94707-1510

1908 Mary Etta

Moose

1962 Powell St

San Francisco

CA

94133-2323

1909 Mirka

Morales

1645 Folsom St

San Francisco

CA

94103-3746

1910 Elaine

Moreno

710 W Napa St

Sonoma

CA

95476-6408

1911 Elaine

Moreno

710 W Napa St

Sonoma

CA

95476-6408

1912 Ken

Moresi

3958 Lyman Rd

Oakland

CA

94602-1857

1913 Ken

Moresi

3958 Lyman Rd

Oakland

CA

94602-1857

1914 Vicente

Moretti

505 Cypress Point Dr Unit 127

Mountain View

CA

94043-4836

1915 Linda

Morgan

10 Cherrywood Ct

San Pablo

CA

94806-3767

1916 Linda

Morgan

10 Cherrywood Ct

San Pablo

CA

94806-3767

1917 Robert

Morgan

231 Grand View Ave

San Francisco

CA

94114-3131

1918 Sue

Morgan

2306 Tiffin Rd

Oakland

CA

94602-2542

1919 Diana

Morgan-Hickey

520 Wagman Dr

San Jose

CA

95129-1856

1920 Noel

Moritz

411 Diehl Ave

San Leandro

CA

94577-3007
94117-3505

1921 Charles

Morris

473 Haight St

San Francisco

CA

1922 Gary

Morris

1316 Muir St

Napa

CA

94559-4338

1923 Sharon

Morris

23693 Glenbrook Ln

Hayward

CA

94541-4458

1924 David

Morton

2910 Dyer Ave

Sebastopol

CA

95472-9659

1925 William

Mosca

8 Crescent Ln

San Anselmo

CA

94960-2706

1926 Mary

Moseley

PO Box 332

Pacifica

CA

94044-0332

1927 Paul

Moser

39 Culbertson Ct

Napa

CA

94558-7027

1928 James

Moses

379 Santa Paula

San Leandro

CA

94579-1952

1929 Ali

Moshrefi

25013 Whitman St Apt 10s

Hayward

CA

94544-2447

1930 Robert

Moss

4010 Orme St

Palo Alto

CA

94306-3136

1931 Carol

Most Walker

1087 Lantern Bay

Hercules

CA

94547-2601

1932 Rachel

Mowbray

5310 Olstad Ct

San Jose

CA

95111-1841

1933 Mary

Moycik

1160 Greenwich St Apt 201

San Francisco

CA

94109-1550

1934 Thomas

Moynahan

286 Moraga Way

San Jose

CA

95119-1524

1935 Kathleen

Mugele

PO Box 790

Sonoma

CA

95476-0790

1936 Lindsay

Mugglestone

3023 Deakin St

Berkeley

CA

94705-1948

1937 Timur

Mukminov

231 Easy St Apt 4

Mountain View

CA

94043-3746

1938 Patrick

Mulcahey

191 Carnelian Way

San Francisco

CA

94131-1780

1939 Deirdre

Mullin

2379 Prune St

Pinole

CA

94564-1719

1048 Aileen St

1940 Kevin

Mulvey

1941 Siobhan

Mulvey

1942 Alex

Munguia

Oakland

CA

94608-2708

112 San Francisco

CA

94110

190 Canyon Dr

Daly City

CA

94014-1465

1943 Angela

Munoz

268 Euclid Ave

Oakland

CA

94610-3146

1944 Ann-Marie

Murphy

1735 39th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94122-4035

1945 Cindy

Murphy

765 Chapman St

San Jose

CA

95126-2005

1946 Garrett

Murphy

2341 Valley St Apt 4

Oakland

CA

94612-2443

1947 Joanie

Murphy

6188 Ansdell Way

San Jose

CA

95123-5005

1948 Judith

Murphy

8 Portola Green Cir

Portola Vally

CA

94028-7833

1949 Maeve

Murphy

155 Canal St Apt 17

San Rafael

CA

94901-4347

1950 Melissa

Murphy

6727 Snowdon Ave

El Cerrito

CA

94530-1843

1951 Margaret

Murray

995 Nob Hill Ave

Pinole

CA

94564-2438

1952 Margaret

Murray

995 Nob Hill Ave

Pinole

CA

94564-2438

1953 Suzanne

Murray

20040 El Rancho Way

Monte Rio

CA

95462-9764
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1954 cathren Rose

Murray

106 Nicholl Ave

Richmond

CA

94801-3921

1955 Georgette

Musante

1255 46th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94122-1110

1956 Doug

Musick

2991 Santos Ln Apt 208

Walnut Creek

CA

94597-7979

1957 Kathryn

Mussell

375 Winslow St

Crockett

CA

94525-1245

1958 Ruth Stoner

Muzzin

PO Box 370761

Montara

CA

94037-0761
94705-1955

1959 Ann

Myers

Webster St.

Berkeley

CA

1960 Herbert

Myers

2180 Monterey Ave

Menlo Park

CA

94025-6542

1961 Katherine

Myskowski

1155 Arnold Dr Ste C # 271

Martinez

CA

94553-6536

1962 Nancy

Nadaner

PO Box 117

Bolinas

CA

94924-0117

1963 Christine

Nadeau

2021 Railroad Ave

Hercules

CA

94547-2716

1964 Cynthia

Nagy

3000 Damani Ct Unit 329

Danville

CA

94506-6063

1965 Laura

Naismith

1 Arch St

Berkeley

CA

94709-1382

1966 Lisa

Nakamura

1129 McKinley Ave

Oakland

CA

94610-3909

1967 Lisa

Nakamura

1129 McKinley Ave

Oakland

CA

94610-3909

1968 Christine

Nakashima

556 Jean St

Oakland

CA

94610-1964

1969 Cynthia

Nakashima

180 Woodland Way

Piedmont

CA

94611-3840

1970 Anna

Narbutovskih

14288 Woodland Dr

Guerneville

CA

95446-9502

1971 Judi

Naue

515 D St Apt 5

San Rafael

CA

94901-3832

1972 John & Linda

Nauman

108 Lancewood Pl

Los Gatos

CA

95032-1752

1973 Christina

Navarro

3719 17th St Apt A

San Francisco

CA

94114-2021

1974 Juanita

Navarro

3613 Pearce

San Francisco

CA

94102

1975 Penelope

Navone

104 Gentle Breeze Way

Cloverdale

CA

95425-5420

1976 Kylie

Nealis

1640 6th Ave Apt 12

Oakland

CA

94606-2457

1977 L B

Nelson

PO Box 1954

Morgan Hill

CA

95038-1954

1978 Varsha

Nene

3207 Balmoral Ct

Pleasanton

CA

94588-3508

1979 Larry

Nerney

192 Belcrest Ave

Daly City

CA

94015-4711

1980 Dale

Nesbitt

1712 Marin Ave

Berkeley

CA

94707-2206
94553-3742

1981 James

Neu

3334 Ricks Ave

Martinez

CA

1982 Jane

Neufeld

3434 Richardson Dr

San Jose

CA

95127-1555

1983 Mary Ann

Neumann

33 Winship Ave

San Anselmo

CA

94960-2531

1984 M Kathryn

Newell

4001 San Leandro St

Oakland

CA

94601-4023

1985 Cyndee

Newick

649 Weston Dr

Campbell

CA

95008-3739

1986 Randy

Newlin

207 Casa Mia Dr

San Jose

CA

95154

1987 John & Hudelle

Newman

1237 Blackfield Dr

Santa Clara

CA

95051-3908

1988 Roberta

Newman

300 Monte Vista Ave

Mill Valley

CA

94941-5080

1989 Roberta

Newman

300 Monte Vista Ave

Mill Valley

CA

94941-5080

1990 Paula

Newton

11377 Vineyards Spring Ln

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-7774

1991 Christina

Ng

818 Webster St

Oakland

CA

94607-4220

1992 Dylan

Nguyen

555 Willow Ave

Milpitas

CA

95035-3817

1993 Tracy

Nguyen

834 Ramona Ave

Albany

CA

94706-1820

1994 Candace

Niccolson

6546 Flanders Dr

Newark

CA

94560-1163

1995 Clyde

Nichols

135 Clipper St Apt 11

San Francisco

CA

94114-3832

1996 Ginny

Nichols

225 Avery Ln

Los Gatos

CA

95032-7341

1997 Tim

Nichols

Oakland Hills

Oakland

CA

94605-4626

1998 John

Nickell

105 Serra Way # 343

Milpitas

CA

95035-5206

1999 Rae

Nicoletti

500 Stanyan St Apt 105

San Francisco

CA

94117-1857

2000 Ron

Nieberding

88 Perry St Apt 537

San Francisco

CA

94107-1359

2001 Diana

Nielsen

419 Vallejo St

Crockett

CA

94525-1239

2002 Steven

Nielsen

3691 Mocha Ln

Santa Rosa

CA

95403-1594
94526-2907

2003 Barbara-Ann

Nikl

680 Glasgow Cir

Danville

CA

2004 Judith

Noddin

6212 Monadnock Way

Oakland

CA

94605-1712

2005 Rita

Nolan

1446 27th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94122-3226

2006 Roy

Nolan

33 Drakewood Ln

Novato

CA

94947-4645

2007 Heather

Noolan

326 Cardinal Ct

Mill Valley

CA

94941-3615

2008 Laila

Noori

7007 Rodling Dr Unit H

San Jose

CA

95138-1978

2009 Jane

Norbeck

1621 Ptarmigan Dr Apt 5c

Walnut Creek

CA

94595-3662

2010 Sheldon

Norberg

1500 Scenicview Dr

San Leandro

CA

94577-5331

2011 Tashi

Norbu

26 Clear Water Ct

Richmond

CA

94803-2104

2012 W

Nordendahl

3231 Mount Diablo St

Concord

CA

94518-1160

2013 Carolyn

Norr

2725 26th Ave

Oakland

CA

94601-1910

2014 Teri

Norris

816 1st Ave

Crockett

CA

94525-1302

2015 Barbara

Norton

3642 Chillingham Ct

Pleasanton

CA

94588-3411

2016 Darlene

Norwood

630 Peridot Pl

Fairfield

CA

94534-4156
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2017 Jeanne

Nourse

PO Box 429

Vineburg

CA

95487-0429

2018 Annette

Novak

146 E Portola Ave

Los Altos

CA

94022-1243

2019 Ken

Novak

1644 Channing Ave

Palo Alto

CA

94303-2804

2020 Seth

Novogrodsky

922 Elm St

El Cerrito

CA

94530-2904

2021 Betty

Nudelman

7404 Susan Ave

El Cerrito

CA

94530-3354
94530-2916

2022 Deborah

Nudelman

946 Norvell St

El Cerrito

CA

2023 Jeff

Nurkiewicz

114 Alta Mesa Ct

Moraga

CA

94556-2012

2024 Tanya

Nuter

1289 38th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94122-1334

2025 Megan

O'Brien

2389 Westpark Dr

San Jose

CA

95124-1149

2026 Julia And Michael

O'Connell

242 Glenwood Ave

Woodside

CA

94062-3547

2027 Gayle

O'Hara

1207 Herbazal St

Sonoma

CA

95476-8331

2028 Steve

O'Sullivan

2371 Clipper St

San Mateo

CA

94403-1005

2029 Oscar

Obando

1225 Geneva Ave

San Francisco

CA

94112-3845

2030 Cecille

Obrien

4850 Springdale Dr

San Jose

CA

95129-2147

2031 Rollin

Odell

2 Haciendas Rd

Orinda

CA

94563-1715

2032 Rollin

Odell

2 Haciendas Rd

Orinda

CA

94563-1715

2033 James

Odgers

500 Acacia Ave

San Bruno

CA

94066-4222

2034 James

Odgers

500 Acacia Ave

San Bruno

CA

94066-4222

2035 Dave

Ohlson

628 Baines Ave

Sonoma

CA

95476-3923

2036 Nils

Ohlson

3285 Briggs Ave

Alameda

CA

94501-4802

2037 Susan

Ohlson

142 Hill Dr

Vallejo

CA

94590-3073

2038 Bill

Oliver

5055 Business Center Dr

Fairfield

CA

94534-1643

2039 Judi

Oliver

432 Tewksbury Ave

Richmond

CA

94801-3833

2040 Lenore

Olmstead

882 Cleveland St Apt 45

Oakland

CA

94606-1502

2041 Matt

Olrich

9 Falmouth Cv

San Rafael

CA

94901-4465

2042 Craig

Olson

2235 Beverly Way

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-2212

2043 Emilie

Olson

65 Golden Hind Psge

Corte Madera

CA

94925-1907

2044 Gloria

Olson

2643 Marshfield Rd

Vallejo

CA

94591-3804

2045 Leah

Olson

756 Page St

San Francisco

CA

94117-2439

2046 Warren

Olson

2643 Marshfield Rd

Vallejo

CA

94591-3804

2047 Alicia

Ong

305 Magellan Dr

Pacifica

CA

94044-1015

2048 Daniel

Opheim

1573 Marina Ct Unit D

San Mateo

CA

94403-5589

2049 Edward

Opton

405 14th St

Oakland

CA

94612-2715

2050 Barbara

Ordons

8843 Burchell Rd

Gilroy

CA

95020-9403

2051 Michelle

Orengo-Mcfarlane

514 Everett St

El Cerrito

CA

94530-3236

2052 Roberta

Orlando

725 Pine St Apt 305

San Francisco

CA

94108-3194

2053 Carole

Ormiston

417 Johnson St

Sausalito

CA

94965-2120

2054 Carole

Ormiston

417 Johnson St

Sausalito

CA

94965-2120

2055 Michelle

Oroz

14986 Shasta Ln

Morgan Hill

CA

95037-6019

2056 Angela

Orozco

1096 Fulton St Apt 12

San Francisco

CA

94117-1626

2057 Victor J

Ortega

10827 Rio Ruso Dr

Windsor

CA

95492-8012

2058 Carmen

Ortiz

77 Lerida Ct

Portola Valley

CA

94028-7424

2059 Daniel

Ortiz

1420 White Oak Way

San Carlos

CA

94070-4937

2060 Robert

Ortiz

25 H Ln

Novato

CA

94945-2610
94041-1647

2061 Cristen

Osborne

433 Sylvan Ave Spc 18

Mountain View

CA

2062 Jacqueline

Osterloh

4125 Hopyard Rd

Pleasanton

CA

94588-8534

2063 John

Ota

1720 Broadway

Alameda

CA

94501-1509

2064 Greg

Overman

1061 McConnell Ave

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-2903

2065 Doris

Overmyer

750 Appleberry Dr

San Rafael

CA

94903-1206

2066 Brandon

Owens

140 Wood St Apt 2

San Francisco

CA

94118-3418

2067 Rhonda

Oxley

1434 10th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94122-3603

2068 Rhonda

Oxley

1434 10th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94122-3603
95125-4247

2069 Jim

P

Richland Avenue

San Jose

CA

2070 Ann

Pacey

3211 Dry Creek Rd

Napa

CA

94558-9663

2071 Thomas

Packard

1929 Augustus Ct

Walnut Creek

CA

94598-2278

2072 Urmila

Padmanabhan

42629 Queens Park Ct

Fremont

CA

94538-3946

2073 Christy

Paek

7526 Rainbow Dr

Cupertino

CA

95014-5237

2074 Valerie

Pagendarm

804 Foothill Dr

San Mateo

CA

94402-3322

2075 Liz

Pallatto

518 25th St

Oakland

CA

94612-1704

2076 Bonnie

Pannell

422 Jackson St

Crockett

CA

94525-1227

2077 Rich

Panter

293 Calle Del Sol

Bodega Bay

CA

94923-9798

2078 Christina

Pappas

200 16th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94118-1019

2079 Mitchell

Park

1 Infinite Loop

Cupertino

CA

95014-2083
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2080 Erika

Parker

2600 Sheppard Way

Antioch

CA

94509-4355

2081 Lissa

Parker

3811 Lakeside Dr Apt D104

Richmond

CA

94806-5751

2082 Robert

Parker Stellato

3015 E Bayshore Rd

Redwood City

CA

94063-4141

2083 Cheryl

Parkins

4285 Gilbert St

Oakland

CA

94611-5115

2084 Janet

Parks

301 Grizzly Peak Blvd

Kensington

CA

94708-1125

2085 Jane

Parrish

PO Box 2174

Danville

CA

94526-7174

2086 Vida

Parsi

15908 Rochin Ct

Los Gatos

CA

95032-4837

2087 Amy

Parsons

475 Sapphire St

Redwood City

CA

94062-2964
94080-1618

2088 Ron

Parsons

104 Claremont Ave

South San Francisco

CA

2089 Elinor

Parzen

4621 Dolores Ave

Oakland

CA

94602-1823

2090 Ellen

Pascal

503 Hermitage Ave

San Jose

CA

95134-1309

2091 Florante

Pascual

7 Redhead St

American Canyon

CA

94503-1379

2092 Katie

Pate

3833 Sonoma Hwy

Santa Rosa

CA

95409-4124

2093 Kiran

Patel

500 Vernon St Apt 117

Oakland

CA

94610-1401

2094 Sarosh

Patel

525 Inverness Way

Sunnyvale

CA

94087-4610

2095 Ananda

Patterson

320 Napa St

Rodeo

CA

94572-1330
94931-5371

2096 Janet

Patterson

113 Aguirre Way

Cotati

CA

2097 Kevin

Patterson

1550 Sunny Ct

Walnut Creek

CA

94595-2336

2098 Nancy

Patterson

PO Box 2244

Davis

CA

95617-2244
94024-3828

2099 James

Patton

427 Paco Dr

Los Altos

CA

2100 James & Carol

Patton

321 Rugby Ave

Kensington

CA

94708-1101

2101 Lisa

Patton

1881 Sutter St Apt 105

San Francisco

CA

94115-3234
94116-2510

2102 Revel

Paul

538 Taraval St

San Francisco

CA

2103 Evelyn

Paula

2095 Winchester Blvd Apt 212

Campbell

CA

95008-3452

2104 Susan

Paulson

22710 Canyon Terrace Dr

Castro Valley

CA

94552-5485

2105 Janna

Pauser

6218 Via De Adrianna

San Jose

CA

95120-4919

2106 Amy

Paylor

277 Sycamore Ave

Mill Valley

CA

94941-2921

2107 Fred

Payne

PO Box 100

Forest Knolls

CA

94933-0100

2108 Melissa

Peabody

89 Manchester St

San Francisco

CA

94110-5214

2109 Diane

Peacock

142 Hunters Glen Ct

Vacaville

CA

95687-7513

2110 Christine

Peard

1641 Belleville Way Apt M

Sunnyvale

CA

94087-3908

2111 Denise

Pearsall

252 State St

San Mateo

CA

94401-2264

2112 Karen

Pedersen

767 3rd St E

Sonoma

CA

95476-7109

2113 John

Pederson

789 Sutro Ave

Novato

CA

94947-1934

2114 John

Pedone

2504 Topaz Dr

Novato

CA

94945-1538

2115 Gregory

Peebles

145 Cassandra Pl

San Ramon

CA

94583-3722

2116 Karen

Peel

16 La Punta

Orinda

CA

94563-1819

2117 Carlos

Peeler

64 Turk St

San Francisco

CA

94102-2886

2118 Bruno

Pelletier

849 Noe St

San Francisco

CA

94114-2957

2119 Judy

Pelton

4249 Brookshire Cir

Santa Rosa

CA

95405-7827

2120 Elizabeth

Penn

707 Leahy St

Redwood City

CA

94061-3905

2121 Joyce

Pennell

2127 Ticonderoga Dr

San Mateo

CA

94402-4021

2122 Paul

Peraino

2975 Sunny Wood Cir

Santa Rosa

CA

95407-4591

2123 Dawn

Perez

69 Westgate Cir

Santa Rosa

CA

95401-5850
94803-2443

2124 Laura

Perez

3110 Whitecliff Ct

Richmond

CA

2125 Linda and Ronald

Perez

3295 Stonebridge Ct

Napa

CA

94558-5344

2126 Paul

Perez

14240 Candler Ave

San Jose

CA

95127-4111

2127 Deborah

Peri

2525 Sir Francis Drake Blvd

Fairfax

CA

94930-1453

2128 Pamela R

Perls

3378 Springhill Rd

Lafayette

CA

94549-2520

2129 Cyrle

Perry

639 Miner Rd

Orinda

CA

94563-1414

2130 Jim

Perry

PO Box 961

Santa Rosa

CA

95402-0961

2131 Darice

Peruch

2360 Jasper Hill Dr

San Ramon

CA

94582-4661

2132 Betty

Peschke

15020 El Quito Way

Saratoga

CA

95070-6209

2133 Andre

Pessis

PO Box 7072

Corte Madera

CA

94976-7072

2134 Katalin

Pesti

PO Box 5592

San Mateo

CA

94402-0592

2135 Julie

Peters

1605 Lindbergh Dr

Concord

CA

94521-1038

2136 Richard

Peters

196 1st St E

Sonoma

CA

95476-5768

2137 Eileen

Petersen

3712 Radburn Dr

South San Francisco

CA

94080-4011

2138 E

Peterson

1938 Montemar Way

San Jose

CA

95125-5647

2139 Kimberly

Peterson

890 Rockwell Rd Spc 9

Cloverdale

CA

95425-3551

2140 Sandra

Peterson

67 Woodranch Cir

Danville

CA

94506-6117

2141 Scott

Peterson

1231a 46th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94122-1110

2142 Terry

Peterson

1010 Lupin Way

San Carlos

CA

94070-3742
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2143 Margaret

Petkiewicz

916 Wren Dr

San Jose

CA

95125-2952

2144 Mavis

Petra

1101 Grant Rd Apt 250

Mountain View

CA

94040-3264

2145 Kathleen

Petricca

961 Lemon St

Martinez

CA

94553-3335

2146 John

Petroni

823 Lexington Ave

El Cerrito

CA

94530-2824

2147 Linda

Petrulias

23 Silvia Dr

Cazadero

CA

95421-9690

2148 Lindsay

Petterson

6344 Beech Ct

Pleasanton

CA

94588-3919

2149 Dennis

Pettet

71 Woodward Ave

Sausalito

CA

94965-1744

2150 Bill

Pezick

5703 Sacramento Ave

Richmond

CA

94804-5607

2151 Martyn

Phillips

2280 Hecker Pass Rd

Gilroy

CA

95020-8801

2152 Kathie

Piccagli

100 Dorado Ter

San Francisco

CA

94112-1743

2153 Tom

Pickens

112 Charles Ln

Danville

CA

94526-2511

2154 Alexander

Piltch

PO Box 70352

Oakland

CA

94612-0352

2155 Kathleen

Pimentel

911 Riverside Dr

San Jose

CA

95125-2269

2156 Cristina

Pinkard

2039 Donovan Ct

San Jose

CA

95125-5911

2157 Ann

Pinkerton

5467 Lawton Ave

Oakland

CA

94618-1109

2158 Justin

Pinkerton

1024 63rd St

Emeryville

CA

94608-1206

2159 Bill

Pinkham

5637 Panama Ave

Richmond

CA

94804-5517

2160 Eric

Pinkham

563 Norlee St

Sebastopol

CA

95472-2767

2161 Michael

Pinkham

5 Terrace Ave

Bolinas

CA

94924
94553-3576

2162 Carol

Pinson

275 Brady Ct

Martinez

CA

2163 Jeannine

Pires

742 S Regatta Dr

Vallejo

CA

94591-6944

2164 Annette

Pirrone

1628 San Anselmo Ave

San Anselmo

CA

94960-1848

2165 Julieta

Pisani Mccarthy

1377 Francisco St

Berkeley

CA

94702-1439

2166 David

Pittman

5505 Volkerts Rd

Sebastopol

CA

95472-5937

2167 Les & Linda

Plack

426 Urbano Dr

San Francisco

CA

94127-2827

2168 Matt & Jennifer

Plunkett

1059 Rispin Dr

Berkeley

CA

94705-1534

2169 Dennis

Pocekay

67 Windsor Ln

Petaluma

CA

94952-7501
95404-2225

2170 Daniel

Podell

2330 Franklin Ave

Santa Rosa

CA

2171 Pietro

Poggi

999 C St Apt 9

San Rafael

CA

94901-2846

2172 Mary Frances

Poh

643 Windsor Dr

Benicia

CA

94510-3748

2173 Susan

Pokorny

38 Oceanview Ave

Half Moon Bay

CA

94019-2306

2174 Tamir

Pokorny

19735 Oakmont Dr

Los Gatos

CA

95033-8888

2175 Virgina

Polak

38 Fairlawn Dr

Berkeley

CA

94708-2106

2176 Alice

Polesky

890 Kansas St

San Francisco

CA

94107-2644

2177 Betsy

Pollick

1136 Hacienda Dr

Gilroy

CA

95020-5311

2178 Calvin

Pomeroy

3012 De Anza Dr

Richmond

CA

94803-2404

2179 Marilyn

Pomeroy

1256 Hawthorne St

Alameda

CA

94501-3973

2180 Jackie

Pomies

1271 38th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94122-1334

2181 Karl

Pontau

512 Lagrange Ln

Livermore

CA

94550-6359

2182 Donna

Pontrello

330 Sunnyslope Ave

Petaluma

CA

94952-4139

2183 Mary

Poor

55 Forest Ln

San Rafael

CA

94903-3242

2184 Rita

Poppenk

3158 Santa Inez Ct

Union City

CA

94587-2822

2185 Adrienne

Poremba

39 Brown Dr

Novato

CA

94947-4456

2186 Andres

Porfirio

6190 Hwy 116

Forestville

CA

95436-9397

2187 Aviva

Porter

1611 Dwight Way

Berkeley

CA

94703-1803

2188 Roger

Potash

440 Sand Hill Cir

Menlo Park

CA

94025-7107

2189 Denise

Potter

898 Wisconsin St

San Francisco

CA

94107-3347

2190 Elizabeth

Potter

251 Elysian Fields Dr

Oakland

CA

94605-5035

2191 Stephen

Poulios

2365 Union St

San Francisco

CA

94123-3932
94590-3943

2192 Kathleen

Powell

1349 Arkansas St

Vallejo

CA

2193 Laurel

Powers

52 Center Rd

Petaluma

CA

94952-8114

2194 Mariann

Powers

300 Davey Glen Rd Apt 3926

Belmont

CA

94002-2113

2195 Kamal

Prasad

3184 Calistoga Rd

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-9616

2196 Michael & Izvara

Predmore

81 Peter Coutts Cir

Stanford

CA

94305-2512

2197 Lynne

Prefontaine

1818 Chapin St Apt A

Alameda

CA

94501-1150

2198 Dennis

Presson

1560 Sacramento St Apt C

San Francisco

CA

94109-3899

2199 Dennis

Presson

1560 Sacramento St Apt C

San Francisco

CA

94109-3899

2200 Lynne

Preston

Rhode Island St.

San Francisco

CA

94107

2201 Lynne

Preston

Rhode Island St.

San Francisco

CA

94107

2202 Boris

Price

1631 Florida St

San Francisco

CA

94110-4815

2203 Linda

Price

1567 Silver Trl

Napa

CA

94558-1416

2204 Natalie

Price

262 12th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94118-2185

2205 Sandra

Price

1275 Hudson Ave

Saint Helena

CA

94574-1919
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2206 Jenelle

Prins

994 43rd St

Emeryville

CA

2207 Mary

Pritchett

958 Park St Apt C

Alameda

CA

94608-3716
94501-5298

2208 Tracey

Pritchett

PO Box 333

Santa Rosa

CA

95402-0333

2209 Richard

Puaoi

9 Josefa Ct

Novato

CA

94949-6627

2210 Stephen

Pucci

2610 Beach Head Way

Richmond

CA

94804-7478

2211 Nancy

Pun

6220 Fulton St # 1

San Francisco

CA

94121-3426

2212 Nancy

Pun

6220 Fulton St # 1

San Francisco

CA

94121-3426

2213 Jim and Gloria

Purcell

1081 Granada St

Belmont

CA

94002-2814

2214 John

Quadros

48243 Turquoise St

Fremont

CA

94539-7656

2215 Susan

Quan

2334 Derby St

Berkeley

CA

94705-1105

2216 Theresa

Quan

1200 18th Ave Apt 101

San Francisco

CA

94122-1857

2217 Leah

Quenelle

not available

Morgan Hill

CA

95037-4809

2218 George

Quezada

1944 Shuey Ave

Walnut Creek

CA

94596-4332

2219 Clark

Quinn

60 Cuesta Way

Walnut Creek

CA

94597-3404

2220 Elizabeth

Quinn

3739 26th St

San Francisco

CA

94110-4308

2221 S

R

2729 Humboldt Ave

Oakland

CA

94602-3672

2222 Katy

R.

withheld

withheld

CA

95465

2223 GAYATRI

RAJAN

PO Box 208

Canyon

CA

94516-0208

2224 lance

ROBISON

14792 Chispa Rd

Atascadero

CA

93422-6507

2225 Reetta

Raag

126 Ravenhill Rd

Orinda

CA

94563-2702

2226 Cynthia

Radford

51 Magnolia Dr

Calistoga

CA

94515-9788

2227 Nicole

Raeburn

116 Wool St

San Francisco

CA

94110-5552

2228 Rich

Raffals

9 Palo Alto

CA

94303-3701

2229 Annette

Raible

6163 Bodega Ave

Petaluma

CA

94952-9687

2230 Tamar

Raine

325 Vernon St Apt 105

Oakland

CA

94610-3079

2231 Narayan

Rajan

594 Glen Alto Dr

Los Altos

CA

94024-4137

2232 Colin

Ramsay

253 Florence Ave

Sebastopol

CA

95472-3736

2233 Walter

Ramsey

4165 Cherry Ct

Oakley

CA

94561-3919

2234 Lauren R & Gary E

Ranz

224 Happy Hollow Ct

Lafayette

CA

94549-6243

2235 Harvey

Rarback

464 Pine Ave

Half Moon Bay

CA

94019-1668
94107-2434

2236 Suher

Rasid

39 Arkansas St

San Francisco

CA

2237 Greg

Ratkovsky

58 Van Tassel Ln

Orinda

CA

94563-1136

2238 Greg

Ratkovsky

58 Van Tassel Ln

Orinda

CA

94563-1136
94019-2570

2239 Frank

Ratts

49 Martins Beach Rd

Half Moon Bay

CA

2240 Karen

Ratzlaff

645 Carr Ave

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-2820

2241 Robert

Raven

250 San Felipe Way

Novato

CA

94945-1686

2242 Dave

Rawcliffe

4031 Stanley Blvd Apt 220

Pleasanton

CA

94566-8052

2243 Paul

Rea

76 Newcastle Ct

Newark

CA

94560-1435
94044-4329

2244 Pamela

Reagan

1504 Linda Mar Blvd

Pacifica

CA

2245 Jorge

Rebagliati

2144 Valdes Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95403-2436

2246 Cheryl

Rebischung

111 Marin Valley Dr

Novato

CA

94949-6701

2247 Diana

Rebman

1065 Sterling Ave

Berkeley

CA

94708-1728

2248 Barbara

Redalia

1575 Hurlbut Ave

Sebastopol

CA

95472-2878

2249 Diane

Reed

421 30th St

Richmond

CA

94804-1740

2250 Hollis

Reed

109 Gambier St

San Francisco

CA

94134-1022

2251 Mary and Thomas

Reed

3900 Bones Rd

Sebastopol

CA

95472-9754

2252 Rodney

Reed

6623 Glen Oaks Way

Oakland

CA

94611-1112

2253 Catherine

Regan

2132 15th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94116-1843

2254 Karen

Reid

2924 Arden Way

Santa Rosa

CA

95403-2410

2255 Dave

Reilley

2411 Middlefield Rd Apt 20

Redwood City

CA

94063-2845

2256 Sharon

Reinbott

1260 Campus Dr

Berkeley

CA

94708-2045

2257 Virginia

Reinhart

1736 Santa Clara St

Richmond

CA

94804-5230

2258 Jean

Reinys

1219 Francisco St

Berkeley

CA

94702-1334

2259 Lee

Reis

2718 Webster St

Berkeley

CA

94705-2605

2260 Jesse

Reisch

5300 Hessel Ave

Sebastopol

CA

95472-6131

2261 John

Reitan

3277 20th St

San Francisco

CA

94110-2726

2262 Gayla

Reiter

240 Baker St

Benicia

CA

94510-1502

2263 Anne

Reldt

37875 Dahlia Dr

Newark

CA

94560-4460

2264 Barbara

Renton

1000 Spruce St

Berkeley

CA

94707-2628

2265 Neil

Resico

15866 Corte Yolanda

San Lorenzo

CA

94580-2006

2266 Leah

Retherford

1021 McKinley Ave Apt 12

Oakland

CA

94610-3927

2267 Debra

Reuter

1311 Warren St

Martinez

CA

94553-1914

2268 Joanna

Reynolds

126 Pasa Robles Ave

Los Altos

CA

94022-1237
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2269 Robert

Reynolds

37230 2nd St

Fremont

CA

2270 Wallace

Rhine

22401 Fort Ross Rd

Cazadero

CA

94536-2838
95421-9704

2271 Joseph

Rhoades

751 Azalea Way

Vacaville

CA

95688-4409

2272 Kathleen

Rhodes

410 N 1st St Unit 235

San Jose

CA

95112-4065

2273 Lisa

Rhodes

300 Shamrock Ranch Rd

Pacifica

CA

94044-4060

2274 Jean

Ricci

5 Crest Rd

Belvedere Tiburon

CA

94920-2433

2275 Carolyn

Rice

6622 Tremont St

Oakland

CA

94609-1024

2276 E

Rich

428 Sherwood Dr

Sausalito

CA

94965-1067

2277 Grant

Rich

697 30th St

Oakland

CA

94609-2962

2278 Cheryl

Richard

940 San Jose Ave Apt 4

San Francisco

CA

94110-5450

2279 Katherine & Kevin

Richardson

7 Limewood Pl

Pleasant Hill

CA

94523-4521
94123-4921

2280 Matt

Richardson

1855 Green St

San Francisco

CA

2281 Jennifer

Riddell

808 Coulter St

Santa Rosa

CA

95401-5462

2282 Lynette

Ridder

4822 Eagle Way

Concord

CA

94521-2910

2283 Barbara

Rieder

1728 Cowper St

Palo Alto

CA

94301-3803

2284 Catherine

Ries

1748 Parkside Dr

Walnut Creek

CA

94597-3501

2285 Nancy

Rieser

444 Alhambra St

Crockett

CA

94525-1204

2286 Josephine

Riordan

2855 The Villages Pkwy

San Jose

CA

95135-1485

2287 Evan

Riter

1360 Berkeley Way Apt 20

Berkeley

CA

94702-1758

2288 Donna

Ritola

1630 Eastside Way

Petaluma

CA

94954-3662

2289 Judith

Roach

140 Valparaiso Ave

Atherton

CA

94027-4403

2290 Jack

Robbins

139 Stonewall Rd

Berkeley

CA

94705-1416
94547-2706

2291 Anna

Roberts

1027 Promenade St

Hercules

CA

2292 Darryl

Roberts

1712 Gilrix St

Petaluma

CA

94954-3628

2293 Francis

Roberts

1388 Haight St # 59

San Francisco

CA

94117-2909

2294 Mark

Roberts

5914 Thornhill Dr

Oakland

CA

94611-2149

2295 Wendy

Roberts

977 Verona Ave

Livermore

CA

94550-5451

2296 Helene

Robertson

38 Austin Ave

San Anselmo

CA

94960-2908

2297 Steve & Isabelle

Robey

548 Wildcat Canyon Rd

Berkeley

CA

94708-1229

2298 Nina

Robin

322 Chattanooga St

San Francisco

CA

94114-3908

2299 Arlin

Robins

513 Lexington Ave

El Cerrito

CA

94530-3553

2300 Kristen

Robins

PO Box 640063

San Jose

CA

95164-0063

2301 Amy

Robinson

PO Box 10512

San Rafael

CA

94912-0512

2302 David

Robinson

21075 Greenleaf Dr

Cupertino

CA

95014-1611

2303 Peter

Robinson

794 San Jose Ave

San Francisco

CA

94110-4955

2304 Sidney

Robles

1129 Stonybrook Dr

Napa

CA

94558-5220

2305 Ray

Rodney

PO Box 184

Woodacre

CA

94973-0184

2306 Sharon

Rodrigues

40918 Cantare Pl

Fremont

CA

94539-3738

2307 Gerardo

Rodriguez

106 Juniper Ct

Hercules

CA

94547-1302

2308 Joseph

Rodriguez

2809 Moss Hollow Dr

San Jose

CA

95121-1535

2309 Marc

Rodriguez

405 Wilford Ln

Cotati

CA

94931-5150

2310 Susan

Rodriguez

1076 Rahara Dr

Lafayette

CA

94549-2719

2311 Brittny

Roeland

2039 35th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94116-1112

2312 Jim & Connie

Rogers

7690 Santa Theresa Dr

Gilroy

CA

95020-5524

2313 Kenneth

Rogers

8728 Holly Leaf Dr

Windsor

CA

95492-8356

2314 Margaret

Rogers

342 Elwood St

Redwood City

CA

94062-1315

2315 Paul N And Judith F

Rogers

2714 Andrade Ave

Richmond

CA

94804-1273

2316 Rebecca

Rogers

831 38th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94121-3411

2317 Tracy

Rogers

3207 Jetty Dr

Richmond

CA

94804-4209

2318 Debbie

Rogul

127 Westridge Dr

Petaluma

CA

94952-4729

2319 Betty

Roi

224 Divisadero St

San Francisco

CA

94117-3207

2320 Raymie

Roland

218 Walnut St

Petaluma

CA

94952-2745

2321 Dennis

Rolley

2158 Vista Del Rio St

Crockett

CA

94525-1042

2322 Sheri

Rollison

383 Grandview Ave

Novato

CA

94945-3544

2323 Michele

Roma

1491 Detroit Ave Apt 355

Concord

CA

94520-3574

2324 Nora

Roman

68 Arnold Ave

San Francisco

CA

94110-5913

2325 Rebecca

Romans

255 Lester Ave Apt A

Oakland

CA

94606-1254

2326 Rebecca

Romans

255 Lester Ave Apt A

Oakland

CA

94606-1254

2327 Rosalind

Romney

1030 Chenery St

San Francisco

CA

94131-2923

2328 Roberto

Romo

3227 Anza St

San Francisco

CA

94121-3025

2329 Mary

Rooney

PO Box 1886

Sonoma

CA

95476-1886

2330 Greg

Rosas

4353 Edwards Ln

Castro Valley

CA

94546-3653

2331 Deborah

Rose

1542 Hamilton Ave

Palo Alto

CA

94303-2824
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2332 Sheryl

Rose

1407 Cornell Ave

Berkeley

CA

2333 Gregory

Rosen

1311 Carlotta Ave

Berkeley

CA

94703-1003

2334 Karen

Rosenbaum

231 Stanford Ave

Kensington

CA

94708-1103

2335 R

Rosenberg

2336 Stephen & EllenRosenblum Rosenblum

94702-1001

32 Toussin Ave

Kentfield

CA

94904-1421

212 Santa Rita Ave

Palo Alto

CA

94301-3939
94133-4174

2337 Illia

Rosenthal

455 Vallejo St

San Francisco

CA

2338 Rebecca

Rosman

3845 Harrison St Apt 213

Oakland

CA

94611-5019

2339 Janice

Ross

375 Santa Teresa St

Stanford

CA

94305-4004
94965-9724

2340 Edna

Rossenas

1795 Shoreline Hwy

Muir Beach

CA

2341 Edna

Rossenas

1795 Shoreline Hwy

Muir Beach

CA

94965-9724

2342 Margaret

Rossoff

4154 Opal St

Oakland

CA

94609-2618

2343 Egil

Rosten

2355 Sueno Way

Fremont

CA

94539-4438

2344 Margaret

Roth

10 De Sabla Rd Apt 1014

San Mateo

CA

94402-1242

2345 Sheldon

Rothenberg

6669 Thornhill Dr

Oakland

CA

94611-1129

2346 Elisabeth

Rothenberger

310 Calle De La Mesa

Novato

CA

94949-5945

2347 Lew

Rothgeb

1253 Vallejo St

San Francisco

CA

94109-2120

2348 Barbara

Rothkrug

158 Mariner Green Ct

Corte Madera

CA

94925-2014

2349 William

Rothman

14 Cliff Rd

Belvedere

CA

94920-2432

2350 Michael

Rothrock

1745 Vallejo St

San Francisco

CA

94123-5008

2351 Blake

Rothschild

561 Fairbanks Ave

Oakland

CA

94610-1615

2352 Delores

Rotterman

607 Santiago Ave

Half Moon Bay

CA

94019-5008

2353 Susan

Rouse

2471 Overlook Dr

Walnut Creek

CA

94597-3008

2354 Patrik

Rousselot

274 Grizzly Peak Blvd

Kensington

CA

94708-1153

2355 Ann

Rovere

120 Madrid St

San Francisco

CA

94112-2009

2356 Joel

Rovins

1579 Lincoln Ave Apt 105

San Rafael

CA

94901-1948

2357 Margaret

Rowe

7780 Sonoma Hwy

Santa Rosa

CA

95409-6512

2358 John

Rowell

123 Belcrest Dr

Los Gatos

CA

95032-5106
94611-5155

2359 Joyce

Roy

258 Mather St

Oakland

CA

2360 Monique

Rubin

368 Pleasant Hill Ave N

Sebastopol

CA

95472-3107

2361 Emily

Rubis

44 Oakvale Ave

Berkeley

CA

94705-2404

2362 Dennis & Jan

Ruby

13260 Skyline Blvd

Woodside

CA

94062-4561

2363 Jacki

Ruby

2633 Etna St

Berkeley

CA

94704-3408

2364 Robin

Ruck

24 Linda Ave Apt 12

Piedmont

CA

94611-4884

2365 Catherine

Ruggeri

5964 Lake Almanor Dr

San Jose

CA

95123-2468

2366 Norberto

Ruiz

4162 Remillard Ct

Pleasanton

CA

94566-7531

2367 Linda

Rullman

733 Front St Unit 601

San Francisco

CA

94111-1996

2368 Claire

Russell

40 Camino Alto Apt 12204

Mill Valley

CA

94941-5809

2369 Michael

Russell

2023 Folsom St Apt 9

San Francisco

CA

94110-1343

2370 Patrick

Russell

6052 Chabot Rd Apt 10

Oakland

CA

94618-1661

2371 Patrick

Russell

6052 Chabot Rd

Oakland

CA

94618-1661

2372 Patrick

Russell

6052 Chabot Rd Apt 10

Oakland

CA

94618-1661

2373 Patrick

Russell

6052 Chabot Rd Apt 10

Oakland

CA

94618-1661

2374 Sandra

Russell

506 Andover St

San Francisco

CA

94110-6014

2375 Toni

Russell

348 Firecrest Ave

Pacifica

CA

94044-1721
95472-6021

2376 David & Karen

Rust

4848 Daywalt Rd

Sebastopol

CA

2377 Robert

Rust

215 Green St

Martinez

CA

94553-2359

2378 Bert

Ruster

PO Box 61

Rio Nido

CA

95471-0061

2379 Carol

Ruth

661 Cabrillo Ave

Stanford

CA

94305-8403

2380 Lucymarie

Ruth

674 Ventura St Apt A

Richmond

CA

94805-1966
94611-1336

2381 Carole

Rutherford

6885 Thornhill Dr

Oakland

CA

2382 Susan

Rutherford

1700 Parker St

Berkeley

CA

94703-1918

2383 Carina

Ryan

2756 Steiner St

San Francisco

CA

94123-4714

2384 Kevin

Ryan

18 Crawford Ct

Santa Rosa

CA

95401-4305

2385 Helene

Rytkonen

1319 Rose St Apt A

Berkeley

CA

94702-1173

2386 P

S

Xxxxxxxx

San Francisco

CA

94109-4217

2387 Janice

Saame

10950 Minnesota Ave

Penngrove

CA

94951-8602

2388 Gordon

Sabaduquia

1699 Laguna St Apt 114

Concord

CA

94520-2901

2389 Richard

Sachen

1617 Madeira Cir

Petaluma

CA

94954-7425

2390 Nikki

Sachs

PO Box 11126

Berkeley

CA

94712-2126

2391 Shabieh

Saeed

1977 Majestic Way

San Jose

CA

95132-1942

2392 Elliot

Safdie

3245 Cabrillo St

San Francisco

CA

94121-3439

2393 Elliot

Safdie

3245 Cabrillo St

San Francisco

CA

94121-3439

2394 Jack

Sahouria

305 Sacramento St Apt A

Suisun City

CA

94585-2457
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2395 Scott

Saifer

451 La Vista Rd

Walnut Creek

CA

94598-4806

2396 Don

Saito

2676 Poplarwood Way

San Jose

CA

95132-1038

2397 Nathan

Salant

404 Bryant St

San Francisco

CA

94107-1303

2398 Joe

Salazar

610 Cherrywood Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95407-7514

2399 Javier

Saldena

1114 Hopkins Ave Apt 1

Redwood City

CA

94062-1465

2400 Javier

Saldena

1114 Hopkins Ave Apt 1

Redwood City

CA

94062-1465

2401 Katherine

Salinaro

121 Sheffield

Hercules

CA

94547-3693

2402 Katherine

Salinaro

121 Sheffield

Hercules

CA

94547-3693

2403 Robert

Salinas

40E Madill St

Antioch

CA

94509-

2404 Sharon

Salisbury

116 W Blithedale Ave

Mill Valley

CA

94941-1132

2405 Kenneth

Salvo

31 Nottingham Pl

Clayton

CA

94517-1121

2406 Helen

Salyers

PO Box 630

Mill Valley

CA

94942-0630

2407 Lisa

Sambora

1443 Stockton St

Saint Helena

CA

94574-1843

2408 Barbara

Samii

2405 15th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94116-2549

2409 Logan

Sanda

835 Bayview Way

Redwood City

CA

94062-3941

2410 Gary

Sanders

3980 Bibbits Dr

Palo Alto

CA

94303-4531
94952-4123

2411 M

Sanders

1007 G St

Petaluma

CA

2412 Marilyn

Sanders

5555 Montgomery Dr Apt 75

Santa Rosa

CA

95409-8818

2413 Vernon

Sanders

1320 Grandview Dr

Martinez

CA

94553-1807

2414 Kristine

Sandoe

316 I St

Fremont

CA

94536-2911

2415 Gustavo

Sandoval

505 Los Gatos Way

San Mateo

CA

94403-3618

2416 Barbara

Sandow

540 29th St

Richmond

CA

94804-1520

2417 Lauren

Sandusky

78 Toyon Dr

Fairfax

CA

94930-2127

2418 Deborah & Joe

Santone

2963 Dorothy Dr

Pleasant Hill

CA

94523-4613

2419 Ravinder

Sappal

1160 Marlowe Ct

Vacaville

CA

95687-5265

2420 E.

Sarada

3409 Santa Clara Ave

El Cerrito

CA

94530-3824

2421 Natasha

Saravanja

Cesar Chavez Street

San Francisco

CA

94131

2422 Wayne

Sarchett

1639 Rio Blanco Dr

Concord

CA

94521-2035

2423 Livia

Sargent

2947 Norse Dr. #76

Pleasant Hill

CA

94523

2424 Stanley

Sargent

610 Hyde St Apt 205

San Francisco

CA

94109-7230
94565-5135

2425 Marijeanne

Sarraille

Declines 2 State

Pittsburg

CA

2426 Linda

Sartor

7899 Saint Helena Rd

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-8601

2427 Julie

Sasaoka

1082 Tilley Cir

Concord

CA

94518-1829

2428 Rondi

Saslow

PO Box 5595

Berkeley

CA

94705-0595

2429 Sara

Sato

1812 Delaware St Apt 105

Berkeley

CA

94703-1302

2430 Bill and Suzanne

Saul

5780 Balmoral Dr

Oakland

CA

94619-2402

2431 Christian

Sautter

1325 Howard Ave PMB 930

Burlingame

CA

94010-4212

2432 Larry

Savage

450 Jill Ave

Bay Point

CA

94565-6794

2433 Nicole

Savage

6340 Geary Blvd

San Francisco

CA

94121-1868

2434 Aleksandr

Savchenko

Santa Clara

San Francisco

CA

94127-1518

2435 Sophia

Savich

33106 Timber Ridge Rd.

The Sea Ranch

CA

95497

2436 Carol

Savio

145 Bolinas Rd

Fairfax

CA

94930-1610

2437 Carolyn & Tony

Scarr

1340 Ada St

Berkeley

CA

94702-1102

2438 Paul

Schaaf

42629 Saratoga Park St

Fremont

CA

94538-3951

2439 Kevin

Schader

1601 Sunnyvale Ave Apt 19

Walnut Creek

CA

94597-1871

2440 Jenny

Schaffell

1655 Oak View Ave

Kensington

CA

94707-1221

2441 Erin

Schally

1829 6th St

Concord

CA

94519-2629

2442 Raina

Schally

PO Box 28

El Granada

CA

94018-0028

2443 Roberta

Schear

5460 Carlton St

Oakland

CA

94618-1730

2444 Stephen

Scheck

1247 11th Ave Apt 101

San Francisco

CA

94122-2257

2445 Alan

Schenck

1784 Kimberly Dr

Sunnyvale

CA

94087-5231

2446 Teresa

Scherzer

197 Banks St

San Francisco

CA

94110-5622

2447 Lauren

Schiffman

1343 S 59th St

Richmond

CA

94804-5003

2448 Alexander

Schindler

149 Montecito Ave Apt 304

Oakland

CA

94610-4585

2449 Scott

Schlachter

1705 Massidda Ct

San Jose

CA

95118-2110

2450 Lance

Schlaffer

2412 Fulton St # 3

Berkeley

CA

94704-2017

2451 Jackie

Schlemmer

646 26th St

Richmond

CA

94804-1571

2452 Barbara

Schlitz

1596 Molitor Rd

Belmont

CA

94002-3714

2453 Sandra

Schloss

28 Westminster Dr

Oakland

CA

94618-1728

2454 Ron

Schmidt

515 John Muir Dr Apt A501

San Francisco

CA

94132-1005

2455 Tamara

Schmidt

14 Quail Ave

Berkeley

CA

94708-2010

2456 Molly

Schminke

1121a Chaucer St

Berkeley

CA

94702-2032

2457 Erica

Schmitt

665 Overhill Dr

Hayward

CA

94544-6120
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2458 Karl

Schmitt

8 Rockrose Ct

Napa

CA

94558-6600

2459 Erik

Schnabel

229 Dore St

San Francisco

CA

94103-4307

2460 Gena

Schneider

4783 Phelan Ave

Fremont

CA

94538-1239

2461 Marilee

Scholl

7070 Bucktown Ln

Vacaville

CA

95688-9719

2462 Dan

Schreiber

2703 20th St

San Francisco

CA

94110-2823

2463 Jon

Schroeder

45 Laurelwood Dr

Novato

CA

94949-5402

2464 Constance

Schulte

1909 San Vincente Dr

Concord

CA

94519-1016

2465 Judith & Dorothy

Schumacher-Jennings 870 Terra California Dr

Walnut Creek

CA

94595-3083

2466 Frances

Schutzer

2126 Hillcrest Rd

Redwood City

CA

94062-3053

2467 Frances

Schutzer

2126 Hillcrest Rd

Redwood City

CA

94062-3053

2468 Florence

Schwartz

150 Lombard St Apt 505

San Francisco

CA

94111-6221

2469 Randy

Schwartz

468 Sierra Vista Ave Apt 8

Mountain View

CA

94043-2930

2470 Cynthia

Schwarz

308 Skyview Dr

Pleasant Hill

CA

94523-1058

2471 Mary

Scibek

508 Stonewood Dr

Vacaville

CA

95687-9439

2472 Pat

Scofield

1076 Geneva St

Livermore

CA

94550-5624

2473 Bruce

Scotton

70 Marina Vista Ave

Larkspur

CA

94939-2140

2474 Beatrice

Screve

PO Box 292

Ross

CA

94957-0292

2475 Ivan

Scruby

2123 47th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94116-1546

2476 Guy

Seaton

625 Camellia Ct Apt 2107

Hayward

CA

94544-5554

2477 Anne

Seeley

4370 Raymonde Way

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-6231

2478 Janice

Seeley

2346 Andre Ln

Santa Rosa

CA

95403-7896

2479 Marsha

Seeley

65 Cleary Ct Apt 10

San Francisco

CA

94109-6517

2480 Ben

Seider

20 Wright St

San Francisco

CA

94110-5348

2481 Lorraine

Seiji

642 Albemarle St

El Cerrito

CA

94530-3217

2482 Ruth

Selan

670 S Monroe St

San Jose

CA

95128-3167

2483 Jennifer

Sellers

3901 Clayton Rd Apt 66

Concord

CA

94521-2531

2484 Melody

Semereaux

PO Box 6323

Albany

CA

94706-0323

2485 Aaron

Senegal

1313 Mariposa St

Richmond

CA

94804-4934

2486 Dan

Serbin

1064 Santa Ana Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-6138

2487 Jenny

Severo

10415 Greenview Dr

Oakland

CA

94605-5018

2488 Marguerite

Sgrillo

5024 Match Ct

Richmond

CA

94806-5899

2489 Roger

Shaff

34150 Cartwright Pl

Fremont

CA

94555-1405

2490 Koorosh

Shahidzadeh

550 Kiely Blvd Apt 37

San Jose

CA

95117-1233

2491 Ben

Shapiro

5739 Hermann St

Oakland

CA

94609-1705

2492 Donna

Sharee

459 Naples St

San Francisco

CA

94112-2829

2493 Virginia

Sharkey

1524 Raegan Way

Santa Rosa

CA

95405-4527

2494 Virginia

Sharkey

1524 Raegan Way

Santa Rosa

CA

95405-4527

2495 Virginia

Sharkey

1524 Raegan Way

Santa Rosa

CA

95405-4527

2496 Virginia

Sharkey

1524 Raegan Way

Santa Rosa

CA

95405-4527

2497 Virginia

Sharkey

1524 Raegan Way

Santa Rosa

CA

95405-4527

2498 Virginia

Sharkey

1524 Raegan Way

Santa Rosa

CA

95405-4527

2499 Virginia

Sharkey

1524 Raegan Way

Santa Rosa

CA

95405-4527

2500 Marianne

Shaw

165 Esmeyer Dr

San Rafael

CA

94903-3771

2501 Robert

Sheardy

1040 Leavenworth St Apt 301

San Francisco

CA

94109-5012

2502 Kathleen

Shecter

744 Le Mans Way

Half Moon Bay

CA

94019-1437

2503 Veronica

Sheehan

7333 Geary Blvd

San Francisco

CA

94121-1635

2504 Michael

Sheffield

8099 Sonoma Hwy

Santa Rosa

CA

95409-6516

2505 Michael

Sheffield

8099 Sonoma Hwy

Santa Rosa

CA

95409-6516

2506 Katherine

Shekeloff

1507 Purson Ln

Lafayette

CA

94549-2221

2507 Ruth

Sheldon

950 Humboldt Rd

Brisbane

CA

94005-1640

2508 Denise

Shelley

6697 Old Redwood Hwy Apt 14

Windsor

CA

95492-9519

2509 Lenore

Sheridan

1531 University Ave Unit 418

Berkeley

CA

94703-1488

2510 David

Sherman

1923 Marin Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95405-8116

2511 Debra

Sherman

5114 Parkhurst Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95409-3224

2512 Caryl

Sherpa

33 Sunset Way

San Rafael

CA

94901-1641

2513 Tom

Shetterly

2125 Overlook Dr

Walnut Creek

CA

94597-3537

2514 Jessica

Sheu

22340 Regnart Rd

Cupertino

CA

95014-4825

2515 Earl

Shimaoka

273 Beemer Ave

Sunnyvale

CA

94086-4911

2516 Grace

Shimizu

908 Liberty St Apt 3

El Cerrito

CA

94530-2848

2517 Peggy

Shippen

1940 Camino De Los Robles

Menlo Park

CA

94025-5955

2518 Rosemarie

Shishkin

411 44th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94121-1410

2519 Rosemarie

Shishkin

411 44th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94121-1410

2520 Rosemarie

Shishkin

411 44th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94121-1410
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2521 Rosemarie

Shishkin

411 44th Ave

San Francisco

CA

2522 Elizabeth

Shore

PO Box 2748

San Anselmo

CA

94121-1410
94979-2748

2523 Donaldson

Shumpert

5612 Vista Dr

San Pablo

CA

94806-5881

2524 Winnie

Shy

314 Drayton Ct

Walnut Creek

CA

94598-2322

2525 Maja

Sidzinska

311 Lakeville St Apt 4

Petaluma

CA

94952-3144

2526 Andrew

Siegal

3661 Sunview Way

Concord

CA

94520-1345

2527 Janet

Sigler

709 W Fremont Ave Apt 2

Sunnyvale

CA

94087-2327

2528 Dave

Sikula

1225 Aspen Dr

Pacifica

CA

94044-3718
94602-3006

2529 Ulrike

Silkey

3810 Laguna Ave

Oakland

CA

2530 Jeanette

Sill-Holeman

996 Edgecliff Way

Redwood City

CA

94061-1160

2531 Nikkole

Silva

437 Winslow St

Crockett

CA

94525-1247

2532 Nikkole

Silva

437 Winslow St

Crockett

CA

94525-1247

2533 Vincent

Silvera

500 Pershing Dr

San Leandro

CA

94577-2735

2534 Alex

Silverio

1507 San Tomas Ct

San Jose

CA

95130-1251

2535 Dorien And Beth

Silverstein

1501 Wellington St

Oakland

CA

94602-1751

2536 Katherine

Silvey

1567 Ashwood Dr

Martinez

CA

94553-5344

2537 Dee

Simmons

1015 Stimel Dr

Concord

CA

94518-3947

2538 Judith

Simon

1017 W Rose Cir

Los Altos

CA

94024-5036

2539 Philip

Simon

PO Box 9473

San Rafael

CA

94912-9473

2540 Claire

Simonich

411 Magellan Ave

Half Moon Bay

CA

94019-5107

2541 Margaret

Simonsen

13 Ramsgate Way

Vallejo

CA

94591-8317

2542 Margaret

Simonsen

13 Ramsgate Way

Vallejo

CA

94591-8317

2543 Kathryn

Simpson

4146 25th St

San Francisco

CA

94114-3705

2544 Sharon

Sims

1332 Mildred Ct

Windsor

CA

95492-9446

2545 D.

Singer

1233 P

Oakland

CA

94607-1460

2546 D.

Singer

1233 P.

Oakland

CA

94607-1460

2547 John

Singiser

4 Gonljon

Eweunlkmr

CA

94403-1347

2548 Alline

Singrey

4494 Jefferson St

Napa

CA

94558-1764

2549 Robert

Sinn

5930 Killarney Cir

San Jose

CA

95138-2348

2550 Subrata

Sircar

732 Harvard Ave

Sunnyvale

CA

94087-1205

2551 Claire

Siverson

233 Alabama St

Vallejo

CA

94590-4305

2552 Jacqueline

Sjoberg

2880 Pullman Ave

Half Moon Bay

CA

94019-1317

2553 Bob

Skinner

157 Drakewood Pl

Novato

CA

94947-4681
94117-1724

2554 Michael

Skinner

990 Fulton St Apt 401

San Francisco

CA

2555 Brett

Sklove

2212 Mari Ln

Petaluma

CA

94954-3834

2556 Margarita

Slevin

12358 Priscilla Ln

Los Altos Hills

CA

94022-5116

2557 Robert

Sloan

445 Ofarrell St # 321

San Francisco

CA

94102-2009

2558 Rodney

Slone

640 Central Park

Pinole

CA

94564-6205

2559 Mary

Small

3463 San Marcos Way

Santa Clara

CA

95051-2111

2560 James

Smelker

827 31st Ave

San Mateo

CA

94403-3817

2561 Joseph

Smigelski

1221 Dewing Ln

Walnut Creek

CA

94595-1413

2562 Ann

Smith

229 Devon Ave

Pleasant Hill

CA

94523-2521

2563 Benita

Smith

2315 Oak St

Berkeley

CA

94708-1628

2564 Brian

Smith

732 Richmond St

El Cerrito

CA

94530-3207

2565 Clark

Smith

2315 Oak St

Berkeley

CA

94708-1628

2566 David

Smith

2051 Scott St

San Francisco

CA

94115-2165

2567 Edwina

Smith

258 Caselli Ave

San Francisco

CA

94114-2323

2568 Heather

Smith

37810 Iron Horse Ln

Fremont

CA

94536-2967

2569 K

Smith

350 E Taylor St Apt 1110

San Jose

CA

95112-3142

2570 Karen

Smith

2827 Hillegass Ave

Berkeley

CA

94705-2105

2571 Kari

Smith

436 14th St Ste 1305

Oakland

CA

94612-2717

2572 Katharine

Smith

681 33rd St

Richmond

CA

94804-1537
94521-1726

2573 Kathleen

Smith

4101 Lillian Dr

Concord

CA

2574 Lee

Smith

111 Shadow Mtn

Oakland

CA

94605-4617

2575 Leslie

Smith

6046 Fairlane Dr

Oakland

CA

94611-1806
95110-2205

2576 Maureen

Smith

135 Ayer Ave

San Jose

CA

2577 Pat

Smith

234 Crescent Dr

Orinda

CA

94563-2112

2578 Tom

Smith

20 Armanino Ct

Oakland

CA

94618-1316

2579 Mark

Smithers

1819 Vallejo St

Saint Helena

CA

94574-2421

2580 Pam & Mark

Smithers

1819 Vallejo St

Saint Helena

CA

94574-2421

2581 Anthony

Smrdeli

2165 Hoover Dr

Santa Clara

CA

95051-1816

2582 Tower

Snow

177 Ridge Dr

Napa

CA

94558-9777

2583 Ben

Snyder

3942 22nd St

San Francisco

CA

94114-3206
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2584 Emily

Snyder

1057 Cedar Ct

Crockett

CA

94525-1440

2585 Genevieve

Soares

473 Jean St Apt 103

Oakland

CA

94610-2683

2586 Louis

Soberanis

3645 Bones Rd

Sebastopol

CA

95472-9708

2587 Joel

Sokolsky

1611 Castle Hill Rd

Walnut Creek

CA

94595-2310

2588 Tracy

Sola

28 Anita Rd

Burlingame

CA

94010-8010

2589 Laila

Solaris

832 56th St

Oakland

CA

94608-3228

2590 Richard

Soldavini

569 Louis Dr

Novato

CA

94945-3336

2591 Shelby And Vicki

Solomon

50 Wildwood Gdns

Piedmont

CA

94611-3832

2592 John

Somers

357 Mountain Ave

Sonoma

CA

95476-3442

2593 Josh

Sonnenfeld

1424 Hampel St Apt 4

Oakland

CA

94602-1360

2594 Donna

Soohoo

1 Federal St Apt 39

San Francisco

CA

94107-1490

2595 Carl

Sorem

708 Canterbury Ave

Livermore

CA

94550-6226

2596 Gwen

Sorosky

461 Hickory Ln

San Rafael

CA

94903-2437

2597 Kaer

Soutthard

18 Broadway

Kentfield

CA

94904-1557

2598 Stan

Souza

300 Los Alamos Rd Apt 306

Santa Rosa

CA

95409-5625

2599 Elizabeth

Sowa

900 E Stanley Blvd Unit 273

Livermore

CA

94550-4250

2600 Andy

Spafford

37074 Alameda Ct

Fremont

CA

94536-5701

2601 Gregg

Sparkman

160 Lincoln Ave

Palo Alto

CA

94301-2437

2602 Daryl

Sparks

108 White Oak Cir

Petaluma

CA

94952-1908
94127-1517

2603 Joseph

Spaulding

55 Santa Clara Ave

San Francisco

CA

2604 Laura

Spautz

1526 Walnut St

Berkeley

CA

94709-1513

2605 Jeremy

Spencer

551 Arguello Blvd

Pacifica

CA

94044-3318

2606 Scott & Gayle

Spencer

2603 Alpine Rd

Menlo Park

CA

94025-6315

2607 Mary Ellen

Sperling

1140 Francisco St

Berkeley

CA

94702-1333

2608 Arlene June

Spero

145 Monte Cresta Ave Apt 203

Oakland

CA

94611-4808

2609 Victoria

Spiers

2124 McKinley Ave

Berkeley

CA

94703-1572

2610 Michael

Spinato

694 Peralta Ave

San Francisco

CA

94110-5755

2611 Mary

Spinelli

1171 Ocean Ave Ste 200

Oakland

CA

94608-1147

2612 Michael

Sponseller

645 Minna St

San Francisco

CA

94103-2714

2613 Johanna

Spooner

450 Oak Grove Dr Apt 202

Santa Clara

CA

95054-3519

2614 Cindy

Spring

1063 Leneve Pl

El Cerrito

CA

94530-2751

2615 Linda

Sroa

2509 Laguna Vista Dr

Novato

CA

94945-1562

2616 R

St. Angelo

218 Live Oak Dr

Cloverdale

CA

95425-3535
94304-2096

2617 Betty

St. Clair

620 Sand Hill Rd Apt 123d

Palo Alto

CA

2618 Rick

St. John

1 Daniel Burnham Ct

San Francisco

CA

94109-5455

2619 Jean

Stables

19476 Sherrys Way

Los Gatos

CA

95033-9106

2620 Barbara

Stagg

8910 Old Redwood Hwy

Cotati

CA

94931-9647

2621 James

Stamos

13361 Argonne Dr

Saratoga

CA

95070-4910
95112-2365

2622 Erica

Stanojevic

540 S 15th St

San Jose

CA

2623 Diana

Stark

1325 Howard Ave PMB 607

Burlingame

CA

94010-4212

2624 James

Stark

1915 El Dorado Ave

Berkeley

CA

94707-2404
95492-8012

2625 Carol

Starkey

10875 Rio Ruso Dr

Windsor

CA

2626 Kristina

Staros

909 Bernardo Ct

Pinole

CA

94564-1760

2627 Benjamin

Stassart

6084 Monterey Hwy Apt 101

San Jose

CA

95138-1750

2628 Michelle

Stava

169 Wedgewood Ave

Los Gatos

CA

95032-1210

2629 Barrie

Stebbings

PO Box 449

Stinson Beach

CA

94970-0449

2630 Christine

Steck

746 Crossbrook Dr

Moraga

CA

94556-1315

2631 Philmore

Steele

602 Mason St

San Francisco

CA

94108-3800

2632 Jon

Steenhoven

1118 Valerie Way

Santa Rosa

CA

95407-7428
95436-9374

2633 M.

Steere

8195 Park Ave

Forestville

CA

2634 Robin

Steeves

306 Commodore Dr

Richmond

CA

94804-7416

2635 Stanley

Stefancic

409 Forbes Ave

San Rafael

CA

94901-1748

2636 Eric

Steffen

1317 Mariposa St

Richmond

CA

94804-4934

2637 Judy

Stege

1137 Mayette Ave

San Jose

CA

95125-3628

2638 Carl

Stein

374 Guerrero St

San Francisco

CA

94103-3368

2639 David

Stein

162 Farley St

Mountain View

CA

94043-4418

2640 David

Stein

3015 Myrtle St Apt 1

Oakland

CA

94608-4570

2641 Linda

Stein

89 Vernon St Apt 2

Oakland

CA

94610-4241

2642 Naomi

Stein

5831 Ocean View Dr

Oakland

CA

94618-1534

2643 Pamela

Stein

1460 Andrews St

San Luis Obispo

CA

93401-2606

2644 Elizabeth

Steinfeld

2239 Santa Fe Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95405-8036

2645 Gabriel

Steinfeld

693 Spruce St Apt 1

Oakland

CA

94610-3861

2646 Michael

Steinfeld

2239 Santa Fe Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95405-8036
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2647 Barry

Stelling

540 Boyes Blvd

Sonoma

CA

95476-3749

2648 Madelyn

Stelmach

1728 Sonoma Ave

Berkeley

CA

94707-2550

2649 Chandra

Stephens

W Sexton Rd

Sebastopol

CA

95472-9419

2650 Eric

Stephens

555 Pierce St Apt 531

Albany

CA

94706-1007

2651 John

Steponaitis

910 Geary St Apt 20

San Francisco

CA

94109-9000

2652 Greg

Sterling

5659 Merriewood Dr

Oakland

CA

94611-2134

2653 Roberta

Stern

5665 Ocean View Dr

Oakland

CA

94618-1532

2654 Laura

Sternberg

1596 Puerto Vallarta Dr

San Jose

CA

95120-4854
94806-5772

2655 David

Stevens

3801 Lakeside Dr Apt B203

Richmond

CA

2656 Elsa

Stevens

3801 Lakeside Dr Apt B203

Richmond

CA

94806-5772

2657 Andrew

Stevenson

1150 Belmont Ave

Vallejo

CA

94591-8002

2658 Rosalie

Steward

151 Paulsen Ln

Petaluma

CA

94952-1010

2659 Rosalie

Steward

151 Paulsen Ln

Petaluma

CA

94952-1010

2660 George

Stewart

2055 Rivera Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95409-3018

2661 Julia

Stewart

825 Geary St

San Francisco

CA

94109-7266

2662 Karen

Stewart

5979 Dry Oak Ct

San Jose

CA

95120-1781

2663 Natalie

Stewart

809 Saint Francis Dr

Petaluma

CA

94954-4319

2664 Natalie

Stewart

809 Saint Francis Dr

Petaluma

CA

94954-4319

2665 Angela

Steyer

166 Jeter St

Redwood City

CA

94062-1957

2666 Hugh

Stickney

339 49th St Apt 3

Oakland

CA

94609-2274

2667 John

Stickney

30 Shell Rd

Mill Valley

CA

94941-1550

2668 Joanna

Stiehl

2010 Newcomb Ave

San Francisco

CA

94124-1615

2669 Wendy

Stock

1306 Bay View Pl

Berkeley

CA

94708-1802

2670 Eve

Stocker

1400 Clayton St

San Francisco

CA

94114-2216

2671 Luben

Stoilov

23 Meadow Dr

San Rafael

CA

94903-2824

2672 David

Stolowitz

590 Montori Ct

Pleasanton

CA

94566-2130

2673 Russell

Stone

3715 Quimby Rd

San Jose

CA

95148-3209

2674 Lori

Stoneman

235 Milo Pl

San Ramon

CA

94583-2923

2675 Michelle

Storace

420 Jonathan Ridge Dr

Danville

CA

94506-1357

2676 Beth

Strachan

2431 Roosevelt Dr

Alameda

CA

94501-6260

2677 Steve

Strange

1147 Rose Ave

Mountain View

CA

94040-4031

2678 Katlyn

Stranger

2450 5th Ave

San Rafael

CA

94901-1071

2679 Katlyn

Stranger

2450 5th Ave

San Rafael

CA

94901-1071

2680 Gerald

Stratman

4679 Warm Springs Rd

Glen Ellen

CA

95442-8743

2681 William

Stratton

PO Box 1062

Forestville

CA

95436-1062

2682 Faye

Straus

318 Maverick Ct

Lafayette

CA

94549-1811

2683 Mary

Strauss

100 Bay Pl Apt 1101

Oakland

CA

94610-4444

2684 Roger

Straw

766 W J St

Benicia

CA

94510-2566

2685 Jean

Struble

2 Deodar Ln

Alamo

CA

94507-2423

2686 Dave & Jean

Struthers

13690 Robleda Rd

Los Altos Hills

CA

94022-3425

2687 Earl

Stutes

5156 Elrose Ave

San Jose

CA

95124-5607

2688 Ponni

Subbiah

480 Mission Bay Blvd N Unit 1306

San Francisco

CA

94158-2176

2689 Bryan

Suggitt

118 Day St

San Francisco

CA

94131-2415

2690 Brendan

Sugrue

172 W Blithedale Ave

Mill Valley

CA

94941-1138

2691 Carrie

Sullivan

10510 Creston Dr

Los Altos

CA

94024-7417

2692 Sean

Sullivan

7640 Meadow Ct

Sebastopol

CA

95472-3348

2693 E Elizabeth

Summers

3932 Reinhardt Dr

Oakland

CA

94619-1624

2694 Penny

Sur

100 Duane St

Redwood City

CA

94062-1644

2695 Dawn

Surges

2548 Pine St

Martinez

CA

94553-3369
94521-1045

2696 Chris

Sutherland

4049 Phoenix St

Concord

CA

2697 Constance

Sutton

877 The Alameda

Berkeley

CA

94707-1913

2698 Michael

Sutton

528 C St

Colma

CA

94014-3143

2699 Suzanne

Sutton

77 La Salle Ave

Piedmont

CA

94611-3546

2700 Bo

Svensson

63 Westgate Cir

Santa Rosa

CA

95401-5851

2701 Lydia

Swagerty

1409 Oakmont Dr Apt 4

Walnut Creek

CA

94595-2135

2702 Louis

Swaim

2541 Delmer St

Oakland

CA

94602-3018

2703 Kathryn

Sward

200 Pacific Way

Muir Beach

CA

94965-9734

2704 Cailin

Swarm

860 33rd St Apt 4

Oakland

CA

94608-4340

2705 Elizabeth

Swarthout

6739 Richmond Ave

Richmond

CA

94805-2079

2706 Sarah

Sweet

1512 San Anselmo Ave

San Anselmo

CA

94960-1818

2707 Detlev

Swoboda

19 Hartung St

Mundaring

CA

94102

2708 Detlev

Swoboda

19 Hartung St

Mundaring

CA

94102

2709 Detlev

Swoboda

19 Hartung St

Mundaring

CA

94102
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2710 Mark

Swoiskin

655 Redwood Hwy Frontage Rd

Mill Valley

CA

94941-3034

2711 Mark

Swoiskin

655 Redwood Hwy Frontage Rd

Mill Valley

CA

94941-3034

2712 Mushtaq

Syed

1870 Catherine St

Santa Clara

CA

95050-4630

2713 Sara

Syer

22 Roanoke St

San Francisco

CA

94131-3048

2714 Cheri

Tablada

5415 Century Meadow Ct

San Jose

CA

95111-1809
94025-5560

2715 Carol

Taggart

1705 Valparaiso Ave

Menlo Park

CA

2716 Caroline

Takahashi

926 Ruby St

Redwood City

CA

94061-1430

2717 Mark

Takaro

3026 Stanton St

Berkeley

CA

94702-2730

2718 Carol

Talbeck

32 Arroyo View Cir

Belmont

CA

94002-3184

2719 Jacques

Talbot

PO Box 18650

Oakland

CA

94619-0650

2720 Kim

Talbot

PO Box 4487

San Mateo

CA

94404-0487

2721 Julie

Talcott-Fuller

1005 Fell St Apt B

San Francisco

CA

94117-2328

2722 Carol

Tang

1207 Clayton St

San Francisco

CA

94114-1810

2723 Ed

Tannenbaum

PO Box 398

Crockett

CA

94525-0398

2724 Stuart

Tanner

1066 Snvl Saratoga Rd Apt 32

Sunnyvale

CA

94087-2511

2725 Monica

Tanza

243a 17th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94121-2310

2726 Richard

Taylor

1216 Masonic Ave

Berkeley

CA

94706-2330

2727 Alexis

Tejeda

1189 Lombardi Ave

Petaluma

CA

94954-4332

2728 Debra

Temple

361 Hollister Ct

San Leandro

CA

94577-2008

2729 Debbie

Tenenbaum

1639 Grant St

Berkeley

CA

94703-1375

2730 Thomas

Tereszkiewicz

714 Port St

Crockett

CA

94525-1138

2731 Beth

Tessler

275 Voyager Dr

Vallejo

CA

94590-4013

2732 Dave

Thibodeau

3 Simon Ranch Rd

Corte Madera

CA

94925-2034

2733 Susie

Thiemann

3474 Loma Vista Ave

Oakland

CA

94619-1331

2734 Fred

Thiess

717 Weeks St

East Palo Alto

CA

94303-1624

2735 Julia

Thollaug

PO Box 371018

Montara

CA

94037-1018

2736 Daryl

Thomas

307 Channing Rd

Burlingame

CA

94010-2866

2737 Eleanor

Thomas

1930 Depot Dr

Livermore

CA

94550-2139

2738 Eva

Thomas

100 Laughing Cow Rd

Woodside

CA

94062-4307

2739 Henry

Thomas

718 Curtis St

Albany

CA

94706-1802

2740 Jay

Thomas

450 1/2 Richmond Ave

San Jose

CA

95128-2369

2741 Linda

Thomas

441 Walnut St Apt 3

San Francisco

CA

94118-1932

2742 Maureen

Thomas

1328 Trestle Glen Rd

Oakland

CA

94610-2525

2743 Raye Lynn

Thomas

13 Cader Ct

Petaluma

CA

94952-2020

2744 Robert

Thomas

230 Lynx Ct

Fremont

CA

94539-6051

2745 Robert

Thomas

78 Sanchez St Apt 1

San Francisco

CA

94114-1121

2746 Sijo

Thomas

558 Windlass Ln

Foster City

CA

94404-4627

2747 Carolyn

Thompson

PO Box 163

Rio Nido

CA

95471-0163
94608-4122

2748 Erin

Thompson

3252 Louise St

Oakland

CA

2749 Erin

Thompson

1312 Mission Blvd

Santa Rosa

CA

95409-4175

2750 Michele

Thompson

1343 Sacramento St Apt 4

San Francisco

CA

94109-4252

2751 Rodney

Thorn

1711 Harte Dr

San Jose

CA

95124-1728

2752 Monica

Thyberg

1729 Berkeley Way

Berkeley

CA

94703-1505

2753 Marilyn

Tiaven

4980 Stacy St

Oakland

CA

94605-5642

2754 Cheryl

Tibshirani

580 Saint Claire Dr

Palo Alto

CA

94306-3052

2755 Nadya

Tichman

1789 Leimert Blvd

Oakland

CA

94602-1929

2756 Steven

Tickes

393 Union Ave Apt C

Campbell

CA

95008-4217

2757 Wendy

Tico

1716 Stuart St

Berkeley

CA

94703-2124

2758 Margaret

Tilden

PO Box 150733

San Rafael

CA

94915-0733

2759 Barney

Tiller

29235 Harpoon Way

Hayward

CA

94544-6442

2760 Leslie

Tilley

3707 Maple Ave

Oakland

CA

94602-3339

2761 Martha

Tingle

327 Miramontes Ave

Half Moon Bay

CA

94019-1821

2762 David

Tivol

140 Locksunart Way Apt 1

Sunnyvale

CA

94087-4668

2763 Daniel

Tobin

20 S 2nd St Unit 233

San Jose

CA

95113-2532

2764 Beatrice

Tocher

591 Appleberry Dr

San Rafael

CA

94903-1201

2765 Tim

Tolbert

107 Puesta Del Sol

Los Gatos

CA

95032-1131

2766 Michael

Tomczyszyn

243 Ramsell St

San Francisco

CA

94132-3140

2767 Michael

Tomczyszyn

243 Ramsell St

San Francisco

CA

94132-3140

2768 Christopher

Tompkins

370 23rd Ave Apt 15

San Francisco

CA

94121-2050

2769 Mimi

Tompkins

4 Birnam Wood Ct

Petaluma

CA

94954-5858

2770 Thierry

Tondusson

PO Box 151612

San Rafael

CA

94915-1612

2771 Scott

Tong

1200 Gough St

San Francisco

CA

94109-6609

2772 Lana

Touchstone

252 Grapewood St

Vallejo

CA

94591-5738
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2773 Theo

Touitou

45 Cloud View Rd

Sausalito

CA

94965-2006

2774 Alan

Townsend

520 S Van Ness Ave Apt 281

San Francisco

CA

94110-7320

2775 Rick

Tracy

Lily

Fairfield

CA

94533

2776 Billy

Trice

1611 74th Ave

Oakland

CA

94621-2825

2777 Jeremy

Trimm

1024 Foley Ct

Vacaville

CA

95688-9127

2778 Diep

Trinh

2710 East Ct

San Pablo

CA

94806-1828

2779 Carrie

Trochet

922 Georgia St

Vallejo

CA

94590-6239

2780 Ann

Tubbs

246 2nd St

San Francisco

CA

94105-3111
95123-6729

2781 Adrienne

Tucker

1053 Coleman Rd Apt 1201

San Jose

CA

2782 Jim

Tucker

3455a Dwight Way

Berkeley

CA

94704-2524

2783 Valerie

Tulier

85 Bellevue Ave

Daly City

CA

94014-1423

2784 Steven

Tupper

PO Box 2530

Berkeley

CA

94702-0530

2785 Natividad

Turner

295 Greene St

Mill Valley

CA

94941-3516

2786 Pat

Turney

4106 Amyx Ct

Hayward

CA

94542-1404

2787 Patrick

Twomey

38 Montell St

Oakland

CA

94611-4924

2788 Patrick

Twomey

38 Montell St

Oakland

CA

94611-4924
94555-1215

2789 Craig

Uhler

32948 Lake Candlewood St

Fremont

CA

2790 Jim

Umberger

2528 Crist St

Alameda

CA

94501-4624

2791 Ruth

Ungar

3700 High St

Oakland

CA

94619-2108

2792 Tamara

Unger

215 E Napa St

Sonoma

CA

95476-6720

2793 Charles

Untulis

1118 N Sage Ct

Sunnyvale

CA

94087-2474

2794 Catherine

Ural

1012 2nd St

Novato

CA

94945-2406

2795 Anne

Urrutia

55 Lakemont Dr

Daly City

CA

94015-3041

2796 Anne

Urrutia

55 Lakemont Dr

Daly City

CA

94015-3041

2797 Charles

Utt

1645 Austin Dr

Dixon

CA

95620-4535

2798 Anna

Utzman

169 Rose Ave

Mill Valley

CA

94941-5032

2799 Erika

Vadopalas

1060 Etheldore St

Moss Beach

CA

94038-9696

2800 Fereshteh

Valamanesh

300 Davey Glen Rd Apt 3310

Belmont

CA

94002-2111

2801 Pamela

Valdes

533 Hayes Ln

Petaluma

CA

94952-4011

2802 Link

Van Cleave

1117 Tapadera Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95407-7386

2803 Arlene

Van Craeynest

1712 Center Rd

Novato

CA

94947-3004

2804 Cor

Van De Water

1225 Vienna Dr Spc 979

Sunnyvale

CA

94089-1873

2805 John

Van Straalen

512 Walnut St

Petaluma

CA

94952-2752
94703-1412

2806 Mark

Van Valkenburgh

2015 Jefferson Ave

Berkeley

CA

2807 Mike

Vandeman

3025 Bateman St

Berkeley

CA

94705-2507

2808 Kevan

Vander Wahl

1630 Jones St Apt 10

San Francisco

CA

94109-2730

2809 Vicky

Vanvalkenburg

1127 Elgin St

San Lorenzo

CA

94580-1222

2810 Camille

Vardy

San Antonio Circle

Mountain View

CA

94040

2811 June

Varn

2445 Boxwood Dr

San Jose

CA

95128-1104

2812 Bill

Vartnaw

55 McNear Ave

Petaluma

CA

94952-5202

2813 Suparna

Vashisht

17851 Daves Ave

Monte Sereno

CA

95030-3219

2814 Vance

Vaughan

1721 Hopkins St

Berkeley

CA

94707-2714

2815 Linda

Vaughn

2889 Ford St Apt 30

Oakland

CA

94601-2105

2816 Ayesha

Vavrek

2531 Regent St

Berkeley

CA

94704-2962
94043-3634

2817 Reuben

Veek

505 Walker Dr Apt 13

Mountain View

CA

2818 Marc

Vendetti

19 Muriel Pl

Fairfax

CA

94930-1510

2819 Anne

Veraldi

21 Lapidge St

San Francisco

CA

94110-1688

2820 Naida

Verbeek

2504 25th Ave

Oakland

CA

94601-1251

2821 Ana

Vertel

1176 Spruce St

Berkeley

CA

94707-2630

2822 C

Vertel

1176 Spruce St

Berkeley

CA

94707-2630

2823 Sakura

Vesely

4432 Actriz Pl

Martinez

CA

94553-1456

2824 Paul

Vesper

1601 Berkeley Way

Berkeley

CA

94703-1237

2825 Paul

Vesper

1601 Berkeley Way

Berkeley

CA

94703-1237

2826 Nick

Vetro

1236 Raymond Dr

Pacheco

CA

94553-5023

2827 Marc

Vezian

1561 Hemmingway Rd

San Jose

CA

95132-2073

2828 Marc

Vezian

1561 Hemmingway Rd

San Jose

CA

95132-2073

2829 Keith AnMargaret

Vickers

2388 40th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94116-2146

2830 Kelly

Vickers

15 Stephens Ct

Crockett

CA

94525-1419

2831 Katherine

Vickery

3965 Park Gardens Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-7611

2832 Gregory

Vincent

645 Marin Oaks Dr

Novato

CA

94949-5443

2833 Gary

Virginia

156 Hancock St Apt 4

San Francisco

CA

94114-2542

2834 Nathan

Vogel

49 Alpine Ter

San Francisco

CA

94117-3110

2835 Craig

Volpe

662 Moraga Way

Orinda

CA

94563-4243
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2836 Rene

Voss

15 Alderney Rd

San Anselmo

CA

2837 Tamara

Voyles

2049 Blucher Valley Rd

Sebastopol

CA

94960-1601
95472-5303

2838 Tung

Vu

3687 Greenlee Dr Apt 2

San Jose

CA

95117-1471

2839 Victor

Vuyas

1244 Broadway

San Francisco

CA

94109-2704

2840 Esther

Wagner

2991 Higuera Ave

Pinole

CA

94564-1514
94619-2948

2841 Ilene

Wagner

4600 Reinhardt Dr

Oakland

CA

2842 Joy & Tom

Wagner

1500 Purson Ln

Lafayette

CA

94549-2222

2843 Sherri

Waidtlow

6700 Mokelumne Ave

Oakland

CA

94605-2215

2844 Mary

Waitz

21 Hillside Ct

Berkeley

CA

94704-2530

2845 Jeriene

Walberg

1025 Pilinut Ct

Sunnyvale

CA

94087-1824

2846 Linda

Waldron

5241 Hutchinson Rd

Sebastopol

CA

95472-5915

2847 Ann

Walker

462 Centre Ct

Alameda

CA

94502-6558

2848 Mark

Walker

424 E Olive Ave

Sunnyvale

CA

94086-6342

2849 Kevin

Wall

928 Hamilton Dr

Pleasant Hill

CA

94523-3565

2850 Martha

Wall

652 Cherry St

Novato

CA

94945-2524

2851 William

Wallin

5337 Zara Ave

Richmond

CA

94805-2413
95409-3432

2852 Vicki

Walling

362 Benicia Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

2853 Michele

Walls

20 Petar Ct

Clayton

CA

94517-1713

2854 Brent

Walsh

148 McLellan Ave

San Mateo

CA

94403-2828

2855 Ken

Walsh

343 Driftwood Ln

Alameda

CA

94501-5510

2856 Mark

Walsh

637 Natoma at. Apt 9

San francisco

CA

94103

2857 Stephen

Walsh

337 Spruce St

San Francisco

CA

94118-1883

2858 Ernie

Walters

2437 Tartarian Way

Union City

CA

94587-4331

2859 Gloria

Walters

2411 Downer Ave

Richmond

CA

94804-1437

2860 Larry

Walters

401 Barclay Ct

Suisun City

CA

94585-3705

2861 Alicia

Wang

2350 Anza St

San Francisco

CA

94118-3533

2862 Barbara

Ward

41 Van Ripper Ln

Orinda

CA

94563-1117

2863 Christopher

Ware

45746 Bridgeport Dr

Fremont

CA

94539-6850

2864 Jan

Warren

3202 Primrose Ln

Walnut Creek

CA

94598-1719

2865 Karen

Warren

301 Greenlake Dr

Sunnyvale

CA

94089-2523

2866 Nancy

Warren

272 Beauforest Dr

Oakland

CA

94611-1219

2867 Maureen

Warwick

130 Kathryn Dr

Pleasant Hill

CA

94523-2920

2868 Martin

Washington

2631 Byron Street

Berkeley

CA

94702
95476-9744

2869 Kurt

Wasserman

1305b E Bonness Rd

Sonoma

CA

2870 Melissa

Waterbouse

215 10th St

Santa Rosa

CA

95401-5216

2871 Michelle

Waters

17755 Cherokee Trl

Los Gatos

CA

95033-8817

2872 Anita

Watkins

6109 Westover Dr

Oakland

CA

94611-2404

2873 Caroline

Watson

760 Alvarez Ave Apt 207

Pinole

CA

94564-2086

2874 Kathleen

Watson

8190 Grape Ave

Forestville

CA

95436-9649

2875 Michael

Watson

701 Central Ave

Sonoma

CA

95476-3938

2876 Anne

Watts

95 Winchester Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95401-4911

2877 Elizabeth

Watts

2030 Santa Clara St

Richmond

CA

94804-5236

2878 Alan

Watwood

359 Maeve Ct

San Jose

CA

95136-3927

2879 Alan

Watwood

359 Maeve Ct

San Jose

CA

95136-3927

2880 Harold And Cecile

Weaver

38 Highgate Rd

Kensington

CA

94707-1141

2881 Gerald

Webb

1262 El Padro Dr

Livermore

CA

94550-5817

2882 Gerald

Webb

1262 El Padro Dr

Livermore

CA

94550-5817

2883 Rhonda

Weber

146 Marsala Ct

Hercules

CA

94547-2098

2884 John

Weberski

49 Terra Bella Dr

Walnut Creek

CA

94596-6144

2885 Ellen

Webster

55 Southwind Cir

Richmond

CA

94804-7405

2886 William

Webster

641 Saint George Rd

Danville

CA

94526-6231

2887 Gail

Wechsler

221 San Jose Ave Apt 5

San Francisco

CA

94110-3745
94708-1024

2888 Shoshana

Wechsler

59 Kenyon Ave

Kensington

CA

2889 Sally

Weed

1515 Geary Rd Apt 116

Walnut Creek

CA

94597-2761

2890 Karen

Wehrman

4235 Krolop Rd

Castro Valley

CA

94546-1221

2891 B And T

Wehrmeister

151 Valley St

San Francisco

CA

94131-2418

2892 B And T

Wehrmeister

151 Valley St

San Francisco

CA

94131-2418

2893 Cheryl

Weiden

91 Solana Dr

Los Altos

CA

94022-2327

2894 Helene

Weil

894 Hummingbird Dr

San Jose

CA

95125-2918

2895 Margaret

Weimer

169 Briar Ln

San Mateo

CA

94403-3339

2896 Linda

Weiner

72 Gates St

San Francisco

CA

94110-5656

2897 Nona

Weiner

14238 Lucian Ave

San Jose

CA

95127-1433

2898 Julian & Diane

Weingart

3218 Stanley Ct

Concord

CA

94519-2110
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2899 Gail

Weininger

1 Kingsbury Ct

Alameda

CA

94501-1152

2900 Jonathan

Weinstock

1846b Page St

San Francisco

CA

94117-1901

2901 Robert

Weinstock

932 Stanyan St Apt 3

San Francisco

CA

94117-3832

2902 Joan

Weir

2045 Orchard St

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-2447

2903 George

Weiss

19295 5th St W

Sonoma

CA

95476-5644

2904 Morgan

Weiss

503 Crescent Ave

San Francisco

CA

94110-6021

2905 Sandra

Weiss

101 Alma St Apt 507

Palo Alto

CA

94301-1006

2906 Terrie

Weiss

16120 Berkshire Rd

San Leandro

CA

94578-1414

2907 Alan

Weissberger

2013 Acacia Ct

Santa Clara

CA

95050-3482

2908 Margaret

Weitkamp

7 Marchant Ct

Kensington

CA

94707-1217

2909 CJ

Welch

801 Asbury St

San Jose

CA

95126-1804

2910 Christopher

Welch

463 Claudia Dr

Sonoma

CA

95476-5658

2911 Paul

Welch

5617 Bellagio Dr

San Jose

CA

95118-3902

2912 Rebecca

Welch

840 54th St

Emeryville

CA

94608-3264

2913 Stephanie

Welch

344 Suisun Ave

Rodeo

CA

94572-1340

2914 Alexander

Welczeck

6032 Shelter Bay Ave

Mill Valley

CA

94941-3040
94598-2833

2915 Bonnie

Wells

224 Marshall Dr

Walnut Creek

CA

2916 Suzanne

Wells

21 Los Altos Sq

Los Altos

CA

94022-1467

2917 Bob

Wellsted

5255 Clayton Rd Apt 241

Concord

CA

94521-7239

2918 Elias

Welsh

1940 Hearst Ave

Berkeley

CA

94709-2128

2919 John

Wendell

2834 Ventura Ave

Santa Rosa

CA

95403-2227

2920 Rita

Wessel

5888 El Zuparko Dr Apt 1

San Jose

CA

95123-2533

2921 Karen

Wetherell

10 Ramona Dr

Orinda

CA

94563-4319

2922 William

Wherity

1320 Deturk Ave

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-5807

2923 Gretchen

Whisenand

1949 Belmont Ct

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-3242

2924 Denis

Whitaker

16 Carquinez Scenic Dr

Martinez

CA

94553-1024

2925 Gale

White

568 C St Unit 227

Hayward

CA

94541-5011

2926 Kirk

White

381 Turk St

San Francisco

CA

94102-3749

2927 Carolyn

Whitehorn

PO Box 339

Willits

CA

95490-0339

2928 C L

Whiteside

658 66th St

Oakland

CA

94609-1004

2929 Linda

Whitley

123 McLellan Ave

San Mateo

CA

94403-2827

2930 Donna

Whitmarsh

2404 Seville Ct

Pinole

CA

94564-1110

2931 Robert

Whitmore

2155 Foxworthy Ave

San Jose

CA

95124-1412

2932 Helene

Whitson

1824 Arch St

Berkeley

CA

94709-1310

2933 Helene

Whitson

1824 Arch St

Berkeley

CA

94709-1310

2934 Ann

Whittemore

430 York Dr

Benicia

CA

94510-1425

2935 Jeffrey & Gwen

Whittle

1025 Ordway St

Albany

CA

94706-2513

2936 Lisa

Wice

1407 Golden Gate Ave

San Francisco

CA

94115-4615
95407-8105

2937 Lissa

Wick

3451 Moorland Ave

Santa Rosa

CA

2938 Jonathan

Wieder

1407 Cornell Ave

Berkeley

CA

94702-1001

2939 Elizabeth

Wiener

823 Key Route Blvd

Albany

CA

94706-1716

2940 Nancy

Wiens

234 Du Bois St

San Rafael

CA

94901-5107

2941 Joshua

Wiese

1360 Hayes St

San Francisco

CA

94117-1424

2942 John

Wiesner

PO Box 20159

Castro Valley

CA

94546-8159

2943 Richard

Wilbur

3316 Tice Creek Dr Apt 2

Walnut Creek

CA

94595-4104

2944 Tara

Wiley

2725 Alma St

Palo Alto

CA

94306-2303

2945 Em

Wilkinson

223 Jeter St

Redwood City

CA

94062-1958

2946 Jennifer

Will

964 White Cloud Dr

Morgan Hill

CA

95037-6064

2947 Kay

Willens

2706 Best Ave

Oakland

CA

94619-3204
94612-4653

2948 Tom

Willging

177 19th St Apt 2d

Oakland

CA

2949 Heather

Williams

472 Lotus Ln

Mountain View

CA

94043-4533

2950 Judy

Williams

1510 Spruce St

Berkeley

CA

94709-1552

2951 Kirk

Williams

3906 Hamilton Ave Apt 8

San Jose

CA

95130-1526

2952 Liz

Williams

272 Montecito Blvd

Napa

CA

94559-2120

2953 Patricia

Williams

PO Box 751119

Petaluma

CA

94975-1119

2954 Shanti

Williams

157 Vallejo Ave

Boyes Hot Springs

CA

95416

2955 Sunny

Williams

225 Stokes

San Jose

CA

95128

2956 Barbara

Williamson

919 Buchanan St

Albany

CA

94706-1544

2957 Jennifer

Willis

40 Fillmore St

San Francisco

CA

94117-3516

2958 Charles

Wilmoth

290 Napoleon St

San Francisco

CA

94124-1017

2959 Amy

Wilson

312 Cavanaugh St

San Mateo

CA

94401-1213

2960 Jason

Wilson

739 Santa Clara Ave Apt G

Alameda

CA

94501-3350

2961 Jason

Wilson

2311 Buena Vista Ave

Alameda

CA

94501-1404
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2962 Jim

Wilson

5000 Monticello Rd

Napa

CA

94558-9466

2963 Mark

Wilson

1130 White Cliff Dr

San Jose

CA

95129-4054

2964 R

Wilson

2643 Saklan Indian Dr Apt 1

Walnut Creek

CA

94595-3023

2965 Regina

Wilson-Seppa

730 Goodwin Ave

Penngrove

CA

94951-8623

2966 Arlene

Wiltberger

2573 San Carlos Ave

San Carlos

CA

94070-1747

2967 Joren

Winge

1478 34th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94122-3149

2968 Dianne

Winne

4332 Everett Ave

Oakland

CA

94602-1759

2969 Charles

Winter

2637 Dana St

Berkeley

CA

94704-3325

2970 Julice

Winter

1138 Killarney St

Livermore

CA

94550-5663

2971 Tod

Wirtz

1365 Alabama St

San Francisco

CA

94110-4108

2972 Hannelore

Wiseman

631 Winslow St

Crockett

CA

94525-1251

2973 Christine

Wisniewski

1434 Date St

Martinez

CA

94553-1931

2974 Michael B

Wisper

172 Crown Cir

South San Francisco

CA

94080-1165

2975 Evan

Woehl

1256 Rincon Ave

Livermore

CA

94551-1655

2976 Anne

Wolf

1452 Townview Ave

Santa Rosa

CA

95405-7561

2977 Jennifer

Wolf

1719 Buena Ave

Berkeley

CA

94703-1018
94019

2978 Josh

Wolf

-

Half Moon Bay

CA

2979 Jessica

Wolfe

699 Gravenstein Hwy N Apt 24

Sebastopol

CA

95472-2832

2980 David

Wolfson

985 Tulare Ave

Berkeley

CA

94707-2539
94960-1639

2981 Kristin

Womack

396 San Francisco Blvd

San Anselmo

CA

2982 Anthony

Wong

502 Crownpointe Cir

Vacaville

CA

95687-5556

2983 Peter

Wong

268 Joost Ave

San Francisco

CA

94131-3138

2984 Betsy

Wood

516 S Cascade Ter

Sunnyvale

CA

94087-3249

2985 Carol

Wood

219 Plumpointe Ln

San Ramon

CA

94582-5520

2986 Cynthia

Wood

PO Box 437

Bolinas

CA

94924-0437

2987 Patricia

Wood

10656 Amulet Pl

Cupertino

CA

95014-1303

2988 Mark

Wood-Patrick

3313 Lake Albano Cir

San Jose

CA

95135-1453

2989 Grant

Woodard

215 Fuchsia Way

Healdsburg

CA

95448-3202

2990 Randall

Woodbury

Cunningham Rd

Sebastopol

CA

95472-5535

2991 Toni

Woodruff

1489 Ramon Dr

Sunnyvale

CA

94087-5833

2992 David

Woods

544 Colby St

San Lorenzo

CA

94580-1027

2993 William

Woodyard

279 Twinlake Dr

Sunnyvale

CA

94089-2048

2994 Elizabeth

Wooley

1101 Devonwood

Hercules

CA

94547-3578

2995 Carri

Woolsey

6 Kashmir Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95409-5317

2996 Moriah

Woolworth

20500 Town Center Ln Unit 283

Cupertino

CA

95014-3269

2997 Susan

Worden

508 Three Rivers Ct

Rio Vista

CA

94571-2264

2998 Jo-Ann

Work

1975 Geary Rd

Walnut Creek

CA

94597-2551

2999 Claudia

Wornum

11780 Cranford Way

Oakland

CA

94605-5812

3000 Alan

Wray

14810 Center Ave

San Martin

CA

95046-9747

3001 Melvyn

Wright

1136 Euclid Ave

Berkeley

CA

94708-1603

3002 Michael

Wright

2359 E 23rd St

Oakland

CA

94601-1243

3003 Natalie

Wright

2201 Monroe St Apt 704

Santa Clara

CA

95050-3262

3004 Victoria

Wu

676 E Mission St

San Jose

CA

95112-1516

3005 Rita

Xavier

2703 18th St

San Pablo

CA

94806-2305

3006 Karen

Y.

18th Ave.

San Francisco

CA

94118

3007 Srihari

Yamanoor

142 N 9th St Apt A

San Jose

CA

95112-3589

3008 Lea

Yancey

3317 Florida St

Oakland

CA

94602-3850

3009 Seth

Yanow

34 Sais Ave

San Anselmo

CA

94960-2018

3010 David

Yarnell

218 Colgate Ave

Kensington

CA

94708-1122

3011 Joanne

Yates

555 Canon Park Dr

Saint Helena

CA

94574-9726

3012 Stephanie

Yellis

4211 Harbor View Ave

Oakland

CA

94619-2209

3013 Paul

Yockey

1101 Elm Dr

Novato

CA

94945-3109
95472-2615

3014 Chris

York

1006 High School Rd

Sebastopol

CA

3015 John S.

Youmans

19 Inverness Dr

Napa

CA

94558-1518

3016 Gail Eva

Young

5350 Sonoma Mountain Rd

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-8515

3017 Kathleen

Young

4150 Culver St

Oakland

CA

94619-1802

3018 Kendra

Young

6312 Rainbow Dr

San Jose

CA

95129-3944

3019 Margaret

Young

800 John St

Pinole

CA

94564-1379

3020 Pat

Young

629 Lobelia Ct

Sonoma

CA

95476-8319

3021 Scott

Young

248 Ashbury Ave

El Cerrito

CA

94530-4104

3022 Terry

Young

114 Birch Way

San Rafael

CA

94903-2943

3023 Lyn

Younger

4831 Lyric Ln

San Jose

CA

95111-3810

3024 Teresa

Yrastorza

2436 Bonar St

Berkeley

CA

94702-2021
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3025 Lois

Yuen

1940 Yosemite Rd

Berkeley

CA

94707-1651

3026 David

Yusem

PO Box 23

Inverness

CA

94937-0023

3027 Rena

Zahorsky

696 E Santa Clara St

San Jose

CA

95112-1911

3028 J.a.

Zaitlin

297 Berkeley Park Blvd

Kensington

CA

94707-1237

3029 Barry

Zakar

1708 Devonshire Dr

Benicia

CA

94510-1726

3030 Eric

Zakin

4145 George Ave Apt 1

San Mateo

CA

94403-4720

3031 Susan

Zaslaw

452 Heatherbray Ct

San Jose

CA

95136-2062

3032 Joan

Zawaski

2883 Macarthur Blvd

Oakland

CA

94602-3229

3033 Laura

Zaydel

438 California Ave

Moss Beach

CA

94038-9795

3034 David

Zebker

665 Geary St

San Francisco

CA

94102-1667

3035 David

Zebker

665 Geary St

San Francisco

CA

94102-1667

3036 Corwin

Zechar

Somewhere in the SF Bay Area

Some City in the SF Bay AreaCA

94704

3037 Joana

Zegri Soder

615 Napa St

Vallejo

CA

94590-6155

3038 Nancy

Zeller

230 Pamela Ct

El Sobrante

CA

94803-2610

3039 Paula

Zerzan

16912 Falcon Ln

Sonoma

CA

95476-7250

3040 David

Zielke

1030 Girard Rd Apt 312a

San Francisco

CA

94129-1085

3041 Mark

Zier

2418 Washington St

San Francisco

CA

94115-1867

3042 Anne

Zimmerman

500 Yale St

San Francisco

CA

94134-1617

3043 Pam

Zimmerman

946 Hyland Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95404-2230

3044 Leslie

Zingarelli

955 Shorepoint Ct

Alameda

CA

94501-5874

3045 Amy

Zink

400 Wayne Ave

Oakland

CA

94606-1167

3046 Marya

Zlatnik

390 Ashton Ave

Millbrae

CA

94030-2364
95436-1009

3047 Robert

Zoglin

PO Box 1009

Forestville

CA

3048 Jacobin

Zorin

9625 Prairie Owl Ct

Gilroy

CA

95020-8142

3049 Morissa

Zuckerman

527 Crofton Ave

Oakland

CA

94610-1520

3050 Ramona

Zulch

4146 Thain Way

Palo Alto

CA

94306-3928

3051 vincent

bausano

5024 Match Ct

Richmond

CA

94806-5899

3052 michel

budowski

2001 Drake Dr

Oakland

CA

94611-2608

3053 kris

casler

669 Kern St

Richmond

CA

94805-1960

3054 a

coyel

1510 Paloma Pl

Arroyo Grande

CA

93420-5176

3055 namita

dalal

2x

LA

CA

94022

3056 Halcyon

de

10321 Greenwood Ct Apt 2

Cupertino

CA

95014-3353

3057 Michelle

epstein

125 2nd St Apt 308

Oakland

CA

94607-4565

3058 gabrielle

fuchs

N/A

Benicia

CA

94510

3059 bridget

galvin

423 Everett St

El Cerrito

CA

94530-3730

3060 alex

irwin

CA

95125

0 san jose

3061 Shelly

jackson

2500 Russell St

Berkeley

CA

94705-2157

3062 vernon

jacobs

148 Stetson Ave

Corte Madera

CA

94925-1531

3063 andrew

johns

626 La Paloma Rd

El Sobrante

CA

94803-1736

3064 carol

mcfarlan

280 Oak Tree Dr

Santa Rosa

CA

95401-7301

3065 bryan

mealy

po box 9342

los osos

CA

93412

3066 arlene

merryman

2951 Derby St

Berkeley

CA

94705-1350

3067 dale

riehart

86 S Park St

San Francisco

CA

94107-1807

3068 dale

riehart

86 S Park St

San Francisco

CA

94107-1807

3069 fred

rinne

642 Cayuga Ave

San Francisco

CA

94112-1917

3070 James

rogers

922 Valencia St

San Francisco

CA

94110-2395

3071 matthew

rogers

1014 Alabama St

San Francisco

CA

94110-3433

3072 sibylle

ruefenacht

6 Summerhill Ct

San Rafael

CA

94903-3872

3073 jewels

stratton

2233 Powell St

San Francisco

CA

94133-1900

3074 Elizabeth

vantassell

1427 Francis St

Crockett

CA

94525-1348

3075 Melitta

von Abele

68 Camelback Ct

Pleasant Hill

CA

94523-1330

3076 rudy

zeller

1343 Peralta Ave

Berkeley

CA

94702-1127

3077 m.m.

zhu

1955 10th Ave

San Francisco

CA

94116-1332
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2 Alice

Abbott

3 Keren

Abra

4 Annette

Abrams

5 Sally

Abrams

6 Dawne

Adam
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Adams

8 Linda

Adams

9 Marge And
Mark

Adams

10 Peter

Adams

11 Marcia

Addison

12 Maureen

Adkin
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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15 Frances

Ahad
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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19 Timothy
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Akers

20 Kelley

Akin

21 Donna

Aladeen

22 Barbara

Albert

23 Ian
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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25 Rory

Last Name
Alden

26 Lauren

Alegre

27 Masha
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28 June

Alexander

29 Leslie

Alexander

30 Sue

Alexander
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. All of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. Neither project is worth the risks, and BOTH SHOULD BE REJECTED.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
43 Rachel

Last Name
Amalia

44 Julie

Amato

45 Nicole

Amato

46 Elizabeth

Ambrosi

47 Elizabeth

Ambrosi

48 Judy

Amlin
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
49 Krishna

Last Name
Ammini

50 Vic

Amoroso

51 Emmanuel

Ananda

52 Dale

Anania

53 Kristine

Andarmani

54 Jon

Anderholm
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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55 Jon

Last Name
Anderholm

56 Mary

Andersen

57 Elizabeth

Anderson

58 Evie

Anderson

59 Jeff

Anderson

60 Karen

Anderson
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. We already suffer enough from your irresponsible dumping of
pollutants into our atmosphere, water and soil. Stop it! Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional
study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the
end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Dear Contra Costa Board of Supervisors I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California.
First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being
processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of
catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone
next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living
along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66
Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk
Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be
rejected. Thank you for your consideration, August Andrews
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Ankersmit
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Ann
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Antoine
WE ARE SUPPOSED TO BECOME LESS DEPENDENT ON OIL. I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and
communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would
result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components,
which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains
would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both
workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological
resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is
worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Anton
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Antonopoulos I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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80 Lynn
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Last Name Comments
Ashton-Sikora I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Ashworth
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Aughenbaugh I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Augustiniok I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Auld
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Aurichio
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Ayotte
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Azcona
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Azuras
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
BERGER
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
BERGSTRO I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
M
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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114 Helen

Last Name
Bacon

115 Tamara

Badgley

116 Karen

Baetz

117 Brenda

Bailey

118 Charles

Bailey

119 Charmaine

Bailey
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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120 Dan

121 Sharon

122 Joel

123 Kelsey

124 Kelsey

125 Suzanne
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Bainbridge
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Baiocchi
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Baker
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Baker
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Baker
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Baker-Shoup I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
126 Jaime

Last Name
Baldner

127 Chris

Baldwin

128 Elaine

Baldwin

129 Elaine

Baldwin

130 Tanya

Baldwin

131 Nickola

Ballas
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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132 Nickola

Last Name
Ballas

133 Ken

Ballinger

134 Ayana

Baltrip

135 George

Band

136 Tina

Banda

137 Matt

Bango
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Last Name
Barbeau

139 Bernadette

Barberini

140 Joan

Barbour

141 Alicia

Barela

142 Joan

Barisone

143 Anne

Barker
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
144 Susannah

Last Name
Barley

145 Scott

Barlow

146 Isabelle

Barnard

147 Carol

Barnes

148 Joanne

Barnes

149 Jeri

Barnhill
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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150 Anthony

Last Name
Barreiro

151 Bruna

Barresi

152 Andy

Barrett

153 Dorie

Barrett

154 James

Barrett

155 Dwight

Barry
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and the one that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005. A propane explosion would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's
fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery,
though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not
sufficient to assess the health impacts of this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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156 Richard

157 Kate

158 Stephen

159 Katherine

160 Susie

161 Susie
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Barshow
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Bartholomew I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Bartlett-Re
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Barton
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Barton
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Barton
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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168 David
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169 David
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Bazinet

175 Andrew

Bear

176 Lesley

Beatty

177 Cindy

Beckley
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. PLEASE KEEP THIS HIGHLY POLLUTING
REFINERY FROM EXPANDING. THE DANGERS POSED TO LIFE ARE TOO GREAT.
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180 Russ
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Beebe

181 Nicole

Beeck

182 Tresca

Behling

183 Bonnie

Behre
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Behringer
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SIERRA CLUB
PUBLIC COMMENTS
PHILLIPS 66 | Rodeo EIR
LP12-2073

Comment Letter B7

31 of 516

Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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186 Keith

Last Name
Bein

187 Paul

Bell-Tull

188 Paul

Bell-Tull

189 Nina

Bellak

190 Joseph

Belli

191 David

Benavides
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I urge you to put your constituents first and not the interests of Phillips 66's. The Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. It is located much too close to populated areas.
It's emissions and impacts on water quality may extend far. You were elected to serve the people. You have a duty to exercise the very strictest scrutiny regarding this proposed expansion. I believe that strict scrutiny will show that this project should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.

Names and Comments
3077 as of 12/5/2014
Note: For address information,
see the "Names and Addresses" document
First Name
192 Kim

Last Name
Bender

193 Zoya

Benjamin

194 Brenda

Bennett

195 Daniel

Bennett

196 Michelle

Bennett

197 Julie

Benson
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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198 Lisa

Last Name
Benson

199 Steven

Berge

200 David

Bergen

201 David

Bergen

202 David

Bergen

203 Jaye

Bergen
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Bergen

205 Dan

Berger

206 Lowell

Bergstedt

207 Wendy

Berk

208 Madeleine

Berke
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Berkheimer

SIERRA CLUB
PUBLIC COMMENTS
PHILLIPS 66 | Rodeo EIR
LP12-2073

Comment Letter B7

35 of 516

Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
This proposal should not be approved before a thorough environmental review is conducted! The initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and
communities across California. First, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. These proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery
components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to
the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major
threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality
and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither
project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Berlin
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212 Sara
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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217 Royal

Bernhagen

218 Barbara
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
The initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In
order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also
increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August
2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion
at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant
water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility,
produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution.
I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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228 Barbara

Last Name
Bibel

229 Arthur

Bierman

230 Allen

Biggs

231 Marty

Bigos

232 Eileen

Bill

233 Melinda

Bimberg
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to
comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the
number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012
Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the
Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water
quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility,
produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution.
I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. Dirty oil moving into dangerous conditions
where people live = VERY BAD, HORRIBLE consequences!
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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235 Avital

Binshtock
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238 Frank
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. Please don't fall for the oil companies "get
rich quick" schemes and think of the both long and short term consequences of giving in to them!!! First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66
Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lowerquality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the
pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15
workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually
decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution
problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these
refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Bishop, Ph.D. I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Black
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Black
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Blackburn
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Blackett III
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Borcz
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
276 Rosemary

Last Name
Bower

277 Kim

Bowman

278 Janice

Boyce

279 N Edward

Boyce

280 Barbara

Boyd

281 Ernest

Boyd
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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282 Esther
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Boyd

283 David

Boyer

284 James

Boyer

285 Rebecca

Boyer

286 Lea

Boyle

287 Patricia

Boyle
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.

Names and Comments
3077 as of 12/5/2014
Note: For address information,
see the "Names and Addresses" document
First Name
288 John
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Bradfield

289 Mark

Bradley

290 Janice

Bradshaw

291 Sylvia

Brallier

292 Tim

Brand

293 Kerreen
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.

Names and Comments
3077 as of 12/5/2014
Note: For address information,
see the "Names and Addresses" document
First Name
324 Vivien

Last Name
Bronshvag

325 Liz

Brooking

326 K

Brooks

327 Claire

Broome

328 K

Brooms

329 Samuel

Broude

SIERRA CLUB
PUBLIC COMMENTS
PHILLIPS 66 | Rodeo EIR
LP12-2073

Comment Letter B7

55 of 516

Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am very very concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal FAILS to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal
should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery.
Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe
ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only
increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's
fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery,
though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not
sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Last Name Comments
Buckley-Smith I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Buckner
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Budde
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Budowski
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. I believe all of these issues deserve further
study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. Thank you for your careful consideration of this issue, which would affect all Bay Area citizens.
Buhowsky
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Buhowsky
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.

Names and Comments
3077 as of 12/5/2014
Note: For address information,
see the "Names and Addresses" document
First Name
360 Richard

Last Name
Bush

361 Patricia

Busk

362 Julie

Bussgang

363 Maria

Bustamante

364 C

Butler

365 Janet

Butler

SIERRA CLUB
PUBLIC COMMENTS
PHILLIPS 66 | Rodeo EIR
LP12-2073

Comment Letter B7

61 of 516

Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Cachopo
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Cadosi Wilson I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Caesar-Dare I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Cain
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Caine
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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378 Jane

Last Name
Calame

379 Sarah

Caldwell

380 Charles & Khin Calhoun

381 Christine

Caliandro

382 Jane

Callaway

383 Carolyn

Camden
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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384 Stephanie

Last Name
Cameron

385 Sharon

Camhi

386 Anna

Campa

387 Donna

Canali

388 Sue

Canavan

389 Chris

Candell
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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390 Andrew
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Canepa

391 Shawnee

Canjura

392 Mariateresa

Canosa

393 M.

Canter

394 Karen
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Carden
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Oil and fracking and transporting gas and oil on rail cars are doing more harm to our environment than anything else in the world. With the constant assault on our planet oil companies are continuing to pollute our environment and illnesses are getting worse for everyone. I am deeply concerned
that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in
isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals
will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the
August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane
explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks
significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron
facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this
pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
The potential effects of this expansion are extensive and dangerous. I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and
communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would
result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components,
which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains
would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both
workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological
resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is
worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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426 Richard
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427 Erin
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428 Eric

Cavallari
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430 Tristan
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am tired of the industrial pollution that the refineries cause to our bay side communities. Please do not allow any more expansion of oil refineries and their adjunct processing plants until what is going on now has been thoroughly cleaned up.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. Expansion of non-renewable resource
exploitation is Neanderthal. Henceforward only necessary exploitation is tolerable.
We don't need more oil refineries in the Bay Area. Stop transporting oil on train tracks and on the highways. This is MADNESS. WE MUST DEVELOP WIND AND SOLAR energy, and STOP OIL AND BIG BUSINESS.
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437 Susan

Champion

SIERRA CLUB
PUBLIC COMMENTS
PHILLIPS 66 | Rodeo EIR
LP12-2073

Comment Letter B7

73 of 516

Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
As a resident of Rodeo, I'm deeply concerned about the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion. As it is now, the rate of asthma in Rodeo is way too high. One day when my husband was substitute teaching at Rodeo Hills Elementary School, a large percentage of the class had to go back inside
from the playground because of breathing difficulties. Since we are an unincorporated city, we rely on our County Supervisors to take care of us, something they have not always done well. Please review this proposal carefully and make sure that it does not make the air even worse in Rodeo
and in other communities of California. Please don't send more dirty crude oil across the rail lines and please don't make our environment any worse! I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately
assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the
Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk
of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur
and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that
killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually
decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution
problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these
refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. I believe these issues deserve further study
to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. Neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Terrible idea! I am very concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this
proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo
refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or
pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This
only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's
fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery,
though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not
sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Please take the time to ensure that any analysis and decision-making regarding the expansion of refineries in the Bay area is thoroughly protective of community health and safety. As currently drafted, the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal
fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. Logic requires that this assessment include cumulative impacts if it is to seriously evaluate the impacts on our communities. In order to comprehensively assess and
understand the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals would also increase the number of
unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion, as in the August 2012 Chevron
Richmond Refinery fire that fouled the environment and sent thousands of people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains is being proposed for a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane
explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks
significant water quality impacts. The project would rely upon a once-through cooling system that the State intends to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Our water resources are becoming even more precious in the context of
drought and climate change. This should not be allowed. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves
additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. These issues require further study so that decision-making can adequately consider the health and safety of our communities when
deciding whether to authorize the expansion of out-dated and dangerous technologies and facilities. Please consider alternative proposals, including refusing to authorize the expansion and instead requiring corporations to focus on greater efficiencies and shifts to clean energy as much as
possible. Thank you for your time and attention.
Stick that crap where it doesn't harm tax payers and innocent citizens. I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and
communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would
result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components,
which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains
would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both
workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological
resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is
worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
There is a NEED for MORE RIGOROUS ASSESSMENT: 1. Rodeo would receive tar sands crude from the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion, 2. The number of unsafe oil trains will Increase. 3. Pipe ruptures are likely to occur due to the poor tar sands feedstock. 4. The rail spur and
pipe complex will be located in earthquake territory. 5. Water quality will be damaged. 6. AIR POLLUTION WILL BE GREATLY INCREASED. ??WHY ARE OUR POLITICIANS OKAY WITH THE TRANSFORMATION OF OUR BEAUTIFUL COUNTRY INTO MORDAR?? I am deeply concerned
that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in
isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals
will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the
August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane
explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks
significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron
facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this
pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
As a resident of Contra Costa County, I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First
and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being
processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of
catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone
next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living
along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66
Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk
Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be
rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Cox
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Cox Golovich I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Craig
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Crank
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Crawford
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Creech

546 John

Cremin

547 Julie

Crew

548 K
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Please - No expansion of the Phillips 66 Rodeo Refinery! Our air is dirty enough - don't make it worse. I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to
Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion
proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock
running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would
connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005,
which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its
significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves
additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion
proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Last Name Comments
Dale-Lewinter I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Dales
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Dalition
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Dalpino
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Dalton
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Dalwin
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Contra Costa County is already one of the identified Cancer Cluster areas in the USA. Burdening us with the hazards of more deadly pollution from oil and dirty tar sands, trains likely to explode and other disastrous accidents that have happened in other areas is outrageous, unconscionable and
unacceptable. I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this
proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo
refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or
pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This
only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's
fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery,
though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not
sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
West Contra Costa doesn't need refinery expansion. We already are carrying more than our fair share of the risk and pollution. I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental,
health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria
refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar
sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex
that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in
Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission
because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This
deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery
expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am outraged that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be
reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these
proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. Please help to reduce air and water
pollution! Spoiling our environment is not worth the money that special interests will donate potentially to your re-election campaign. Thank you!
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
A true cost/benefit analysis-- one that would factor in "externalities" such as impacts on peoples' lives as a consequence of chronic diseases and other public health threats, depressed property values, and of course, the degradation of the atmosphere from fossil fuel production and transportation-would find that the public incurs the costs while Phillips 66 enjoys the benefits. This proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. Because is is one of 2 components, the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion being the other, their aggregate impact, including ongoing transportation by rail of
highly polluting tar sands, must be considered. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery
fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones
that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project
relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions.
Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues
deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I'm a physician and am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. I'm also concerned with
the context in which this expansion is occurring including tar sands and their transit from Alberta to California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the
Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk
of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur
and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that
killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually
decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution
problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these
refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts of this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Dimiero
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Dinitz
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Dinwiddie
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Dirrenberger I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Dittmann
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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676 Robyn
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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As a long time nurse on a statewide environmental health and asthma collaborative (to implement the State Strategic Plan for Asthma), I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the
environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66
Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lowerquality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the
pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15
workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually
decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution
problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these
refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fence line. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Eichelberger I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Eichenholtz I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Eichler
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Eisenberg
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Elauria
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I agree with the concerns expressed below, but would like to add that, at a time when people are using less fuel and gas prices are going down, these projects are approaching the point of being completely superfluous. I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the
Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts
of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving
through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent
more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured
eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon
a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining
additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve
further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails (as is always the casel) to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost,
this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the
Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure
or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay.
This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's
fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery,
though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. When will we finally stop attempting to take these enormous steps backwards and instead embrace clean renewable
sources of energy? This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities
from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected outright.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. My name is Jeanette Ertel and I thank the
Sierra Club leaders for making this information available to its members. I endorse their opinion and hope that the sanity of it reaches people who can prevent more hazardous conditons from becoming a reality.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Ewers
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. THERE ARE MUCH SAFER AND CLEANER SOURCES OF ENERGY -- LET'S START PRODUCING AND USING THEM AND STOP STUBBORNLY CLINGING TO AND EXPANDING KNOWN DETRIMENTAL PRACTICES!!! I believe all of these issues deserve
further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Eyunni
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Fabian
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Fabiano
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Fahey Castillo I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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760 John

Fang

761 Joyce
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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765 Pamela
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Feinsilber

766 Sharon

Feissel

767 Bruce

Felber
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Feldmann
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Fenster
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Ferber

772 Elizabeth

Ferguson

773 Elizabeth
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. Finally, Phillips 66 is planning to upgrade its Santa Maria refinery near San Luis Obispo to build a rail spur so that it can begin receiving oil trains carrying massive loads of noxious tar sands crude through many CA communities, including San Jose, where I live. This will
result in significant levels of toxic air pollution to the towns and cities along the route (not to mention the likely derailments that can happen there. Please do all you can to prevent this travesty. Enough oil already! Force Phillips 66 to become a renewable/non-polluting energy provider. I believe all
of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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811 Joanna

Last Name
Foley

812 Enid

Folger

813 Heather

Folsom

814 Mary

Foltz

815 Marc

Fontana

816 Judy

Foot
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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817 Chatham H.

Last Name
Forbes, Sr

818 Chatham H.

Forbes, Sr

819 Jo

Forkish

820 Elizabeth

Forrest
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Forsyth

822 Larry

Foster
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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823 Charlene

Last Name
Foster-Koch

824 Suzanne

Fouche

825 Nicole

Fountain

826 Kim

Fowler

827 James

Fox

828 Susan

Fox
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
No more oil risks in the Bay Area, please! I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California.
First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being
processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of
catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone
next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living
along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66
Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk
Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be
rejected.
No more oil risks in the Bay Area, please! I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California.
First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being
processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of
catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone
next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living
along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66
Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk
Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be
rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Frantz
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Franz
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Frary
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Frazer
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Frederickson I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.

Names and Comments
3077 as of 12/5/2014
Note: For address information,
see the "Names and Addresses" document
First Name
840 Peter

Last Name
Freedman

841 Jeanne

Freeman

842 Michael

Freeman

843 Richard

Freeman

844 Amanda

Freitas

845 Dean

Frick

SIERRA CLUB
PUBLIC COMMENTS
PHILLIPS 66 | Rodeo EIR
LP12-2073

Comment Letter B7

142 of 516

Comments
Please protect me. I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this
proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo
refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or
pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This
only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's
fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery,
though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not
sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. Please consider the effect that just ONE explosion or spill will have for the ENTIRE Bay Area. Thank you.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. Our air is already full of smoke and
particulates damaging to our health. We must protect the air we breath even if some businesses lose money.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am totally disgusted that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. I would suggest that all those politicians who
vote FOR it, go live next to it and breathe the toxic air. And why would anyone with half a brain suggest MORE toxic substances in a part of the country that experiences earthquakes!!? First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the
impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains
moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire
that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that
injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project
relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions.
Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues
deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. Germany is already producing more than half its energy from clean energy. GET THIS COUNTRY
ON CLEAN ENERGY NOW!!! OUR government needs to be spending its time and resources promoting and ensuring clean energy, NOT filthy fossil fuels that pollute our air and our water. Get with the 21st century!
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
868 Petra C H

Last Name
Gampper

Comments
26th. November, 2014 My entire family and I are and remain most deeply concerned as well as ~ actually ~ outraged that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay
Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not ever be reviewed in isolation!!! In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion
proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Not acceptable! Together, these proposals will also increase the number of more than known, unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of
lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire which sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. When will irresponsibly
reckless oil corporations ~ finally ~ be held fiercely accountable and be responsibly 'reined in' with regard to their out-of-control arrogant sense of entitlement while putting all of us at great risk? The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex which would connect the propane tanks to the trains
would be sited on a 'liquefaction zone' next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones which injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and which killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005 ~ ...and which would ~ again
~...pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a 'once-through' cooling system which the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant
impacts to water quality and biological resources. Do we need to state more obvious, serious risk factors? Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, even though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces 'twice' the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only
exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves definitely rational, appropriate, additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was 'apparently' not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution, ~ which in itself is ~ serious. We believe
all of these issues deserve further 'in-depth' study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. Rushing through anything majorly risky like the abominably 'foul' tar sands oil transports and their refining in our State of California demand most
responsibly thought-through rejection. In the end, we believe neither project is worth the risks and both should meet with your, i.e. The Contra Costa Board of Supervisors' emphatic, intelligent, and foremost "wise", strict 'halting' and 'denying' these proposals by Phillips 66. Thank you for giving
our comments your serious consideration.

869 Charles

Ganansia

870 Charles

Ganansia

871 Dipal

Gandhi

872 Sheila

Ganey

I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.

Names and Comments
3077 as of 12/5/2014
Note: For address information,
see the "Names and Addresses" document
First Name
879 Emma

Last Name
Gardner

880 Jason

Gardner

881 Paul

Gardner

882 Shirley

Gardner

883 Charles

Garfield

884 Lindsay

Garfield

SIERRA CLUB
PUBLIC COMMENTS
PHILLIPS 66 | Rodeo EIR
LP12-2073

Comment Letter B7

149 of 516

Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. The EIR should assess the risk of lowerquality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the
pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15
workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually
decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution
problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these
refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
891 Jane

Last Name
Gatto

892 Valentina

Gavrilenko

893 Curtis

Gehman

894 Sonia

Geller

895 Steve

Geller

896 Kat

Gelles
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
897 Gemma

Last Name
Geluz

898 Timothy

Gemmill

899 Mija

Gentes

900 Brian

Gentner

901 H Clarke

Gentry

902 Catherine

George
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
903 Walter

Last Name
Georgescu

904 Vanessa

Gerber

905 Barbara

Gersh

906 Michael

Gertz

907 Kirk

Gharda

908 Sheila

Gholson
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
As a long term Bay Area resident with many friends in Contra Costa county, I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities
and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved,
would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery
components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to
the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major
threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fence line. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality
and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither
project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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909 Wayne

910 Claudia
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912 Robert
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Gibson
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. Title IV makes this illegal as its unfairly
harmful people of color. All these trains are 19th century in the 21st. Not just fewer cars, but triple wall cars & no more then 10 cars. And 10 cars is still 10 to many.
Gibson
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Gibson
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Giese-Zimmer I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Giles
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Gill
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Cough. Cough. Cough. I am shocked, but not surprised that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. This
proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo
refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or
pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This
only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's
fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery,
though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not
sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.

Names and Comments
3077 as of 12/5/2014
Note: For address information,
see the "Names and Addresses" document
First Name
933 Esther
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Golding
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Goldman
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Goldman
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Golembiewski I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Gondell
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.

Names and Comments
3077 as of 12/5/2014
Note: For address information,
see the "Names and Addresses" document
First Name
957 Toby
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Gottfried

958 Mark

Gotvald
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961 W Alfred
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There is a community living and breathing in Rodeo. I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across
California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands
crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the
likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a
liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo
residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly,
the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's
Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both
should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Graham

964 Pat
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968 Barbara

Gray
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
EVERY CHILD IN C.C. COUNTY SHOULD HAVE THE BEST EDUCATION AND COMPLETE COLLEGE SCHOLARSHIPS, PAID FOR BY THE OIL COMPANIES! STOP PIMPING YOUR CITIZENS.... DONT BE THE OIL COMPANIES BITCH... EXTORT THEM! THEY NEED YOU, MORE
THAN YOU NEED THEM! I am OUTRAGED that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost,
this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the
Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure
or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay.
This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's
fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery,
though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not
sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
975 Don

Last Name
Green

976 Ed

Green

977 Steve

Green

978 Susan

Green

979 Timothy

Green

980 Paul

Greenberg
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
981 Jamie

982 Brigette

983 Jessea

984 Zvika

985 Jerry

986 Jared

Last Name
Greenblatt
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Greener
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Greenman
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Greensfeilds I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Greenstein
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Greer
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.

Names and Comments
3077 as of 12/5/2014
Note: For address information,
see the "Names and Addresses" document
First Name
987 Arthur

Last Name
Gregorian

988 Dianne

Grenland

989 Carol

Grey

990 Diane

Gribschaw

991 Sharon

Griffen

992 Joy

Griffith
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
As a 30-year resident of Contra Costa County, I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across
California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands
crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the
likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a
liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo
residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly,
the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's
Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both
should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. This proposal should not be reviewed in
isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals
will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the
August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane
explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks
significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Finally, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge
Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts
on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. We need more investment in alternatives,
now. Green energy is the ONLY way forward. thank you for your regard.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Please stop this development in the middle of a populated area. I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and
communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would
result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components,
which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains
would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both
workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological
resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is
worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1027 Gudrun

Hall

1028 Judith

Hall
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1029 Keith

Last Name
Hall

1030 Loren

Hall

1031 Margrit

Hall

1032 Norman

Hall

1033 Robert

Hall

1034 Kevin

Hallisy
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1035 Elliot

Last Name
Halpern

1036 Joan

Halverson

1037 Chris

Hamilton
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Hamman

1039 F

Hammer
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I've been following developments around this refinery expansion, along with news of tar sands as a source of petroleum products. I think it would be a mistake to allow this development, at least without very thorough evaluation of all aspects of potential environmental impacts, like quality of rail
cars bringing crude to the refinery, risks of derailment and other adverse events that have occurred elsewhere, and the overall question of whether this source of petroleum adds to global warming and detracts from the ongoing shift to non-fossil fuel sources. I am deeply concerned that the initial
Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to
comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the
number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012
Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the
Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water
quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility,
produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution.
I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
The initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to
comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the
number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012
Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the
Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water
quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility,
produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution.
I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1040 John

Last Name
Hammond

1041 Luerra

Hammond

1042 Lillian

Hanahan

1043 Mark

Hanley

1044 Dick

Hannigan

1045 Hilary

Hannon
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1046 Jody

1047 Arlene

1048 Ron

1049 Nancy

1050 Samara

1051 Katherine

Last Name
Hansell
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Hansen
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Hansen
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Hanson
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Hanson velloo I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Hanway
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1052 Lauren

Last Name
Hanzel

1053 Ronald

Harder

1054 Thomas

Hardey

1055 Grace

Hardie

1056 Paula

Hargraves

1057 Edward

Harkins
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. Stop big oil - be wise and throughly
consider the major environmental and health risks that are involved!
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1058 Susan

Last Name
Harman

1059 Bill

Harmon

1060 William

Harnage

1061 Christiane

Harness

1062 Silva

Harr

1063 Bryan

Harrell
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. I'm having enough breathing problems every
single day as it stands now.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1064 William
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Harrell

1065 Linda

Harrington

1066 Joan

Harris
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Harris

1068 L. G.

Harris
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Harris
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1070 Robert
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Harris

1071 Zoe

Harris

1072 Adia

Harrison

1073 Robert

Harrison
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Hartman
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.

Names and Comments
3077 as of 12/5/2014
Note: For address information,
see the "Names and Addresses" document
First Name
1112 Zel
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1114 Jeffrey
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.

Names and Comments
3077 as of 12/5/2014
Note: For address information,
see the "Names and Addresses" document
First Name
1124 Stephen

Last Name
Henry

1125 Carroll

Henschel

1126 Jean

Hepner

1127 Jean

Hepner

1128 Samuel

Hergerather

1129 Kathy

Herman
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1130 Birgit

Last Name
Hermann

1131 Maria

Hernandez

1132 Rose

Hernandez

1133 Ana

Herold

1134 Joann

Herr

1135 Gary

Hesler
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1136 Ellis

Last Name
Heyer

1137 Steven

Hibshman

1138 Cass

Hicks

1139 Lacey

Hicks

1140 Norman

Hietala

1141 Inez

Hileman
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. Phillips 66 should put our environment &
safety first. Urge them to dedicate more research to protect the earth and build their business safely.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area and other communities across California. First, it is important to note that this proposal
should not be reviewed in isolation. To comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery.
Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands products running through refinery components, thus increasing the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures
due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This unsafe siting
increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like those that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005. This would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's border. The
Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much
smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the level of toxic emissions. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to
assess the health impacts from this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. I believe it very unlikely that either project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
No expansion of Phillips' Rodeo refinery. I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California.
First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being
processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of
catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone
next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living
along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66
Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk
Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be
rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am outraged that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California! You are cheating us if you let this stand!!! It is school
yard cowardice to support it! First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would
result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components,
which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains
would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both
workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological
resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. All of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, neither project is worth the risks and
both should be rejected! Please be brave and stand for the people of the Bay Area!!
The Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. This proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to
comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the
number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012
Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the
Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water
quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility,
produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution.
I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. On a personal note, it is best to stop such
risky projects. Too many people have lost their homes and lives.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. This proposal should not be reviewed in
isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals
will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the
August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane
explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks
significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron
facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this
pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1172 Susan

Last Name
Holzer

1173 Jeff

Homan

1174 Gwynne

Hooke

1175 Gwynne

Hooke

1176 Shawn

Hoose

1177 Victoria

Hoover
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I feel very stronglythat the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. I am concerned that the expansion propsal will
greatly harm the health of our Bay Area public, especially in the East bay close to the proposed site.. First and foremost, this proposal needs to be reviewed to gather likely cumulative effects because of other refineries. This proposal would not exist in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess
the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. There is an additional alarming dangerous effect of increased number of
unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. Such rail transport of crude is guaranteed to lead to harmful spills. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands running through refinery components, which leads to much more corrosion, which increases the likelihood of
catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures. (The 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent caused hospitalization of more than 15,000 people is an ominous example of likely effects.. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited
on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This disturbing fact alone should be enough to deny approval of the proposed expansion. But in addition water quality impacts of harmful effects are another problem . I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our
communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1178 Kathleen

Last Name
Hopkins

1179 Ian

Hopper

1180 Tanya

Hoppes

1181 Andrew

Horn
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Horner
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Horton
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. We have already had too many catastrophes
with oil refineries in the Bay Area. This proposal is completely unacceptable! I can barely breathe as it is.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. Expanding oil refineries in the Bay Area is
simply all risk and no reward for our communities. Just say "NO" to Phillips 66's Rodeo expansion plan.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1191 Wendy
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. As a SF Bay area resident, the proximity to a heavily populated area is of great concern to me. The people closest to this refinery have already suffered, in ways small and great, from their proximity to this facility. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to
protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Iimura
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Ingalls
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Ingram-Eiser I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Ino
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Inouye
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1226 Tasha
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Isolani

1227 Grant

Itokazu

1228 Lisa

Jack

1229 Ardis

Jackson

1230 Elizabeth

Jackson
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Jackson
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. This letter is reasonable but does not stress
the change we all must make if we are to survive beyond mid century. We must end our dependence on fossil fuels NOW. Time has run out. The signs of ecosystem collapse are all around us and will increase geometrically if we continue on our current growth trajectory. We - and that includes
you, your children and potential grandchildren - are all at risk. T ime to change course and put all of our efforts into sustainable solutions.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
James
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Jamvold
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Janakiraman I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Janes
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Jang
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.

Names and Comments
3077 as of 12/5/2014
Note: For address information,
see the "Names and Addresses" document
First Name
1249 Al

Last Name
Janulaw

1250 Gail

Jarocki

1251 Risa

Jaroslow

1252 Julia

Javrotsky

1253 Mohan

Jayapal

1254 Mark

Jeffries

SIERRA CLUB
PUBLIC COMMENTS
PHILLIPS 66 | Rodeo EIR
LP12-2073

Comment Letter B7

211 of 516

Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am writing because I have learned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. The proposal should not be
reviewed in isolation: there are broader issues that must be addressed. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being
processed at the Rodeo refinery. Taken together, the two proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through population centers in California. The Phillips 66 EIR needs to assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands crude running through refinery components, which
increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to seek medical treatment Under the proposed construction, the rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the
propane tanks to the trains would be situated on a liquefaction zone adjacent to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility. We've already seen propane explosions injure eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and kill 15 workers in Texas
in 2005. Workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fence-line would be at risk. Significant water quality impacts are inherent risks in the Rodeo project. The project relies on a once-through cooling system that the State plans to decommission because of its significant impacts to water
quality and biological resources. Most importantly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery produces twice the emissions of the Chevron refinery, though it is only half its size. Additional oil and tar sands crude refining would only heighten air pollution, a fact that deserves additional study. The Bay Area Air
Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. The health and safety of our communities warrant further study of these refinery expansion proposals. Neither project is worth the risks, and I urge you to reject both. Thank
you for your consideration.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Johnson

1275 Sage
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities.l The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Please ensure a more thorough Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal to protect Bay Area communities and communities across California. The EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if
approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery
components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to
the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major
threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality
and biological resources. The Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery produces twice the emissions of larger facilities. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk
Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. In the mean time reject these refinery expansion proposals.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1291 Jacquelin
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Jones

1292 Janice

Jones

1293 Karen

Jones

1294 Karen
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1295 Lisa
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1297 Linda
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Jordan

1298 Peter

Joseph

1299 Starr

Jow
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. This would be a disaster just waiting to
happen. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands
crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the
likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a
liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo
residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly,
the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's
Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. Aside from local dangers and environmental impacts, tar sands production is destroying massive swaths of land in Canada, destroying their ecosystems, habitat and wildlife. We should NOT be a party to
this catastrophe. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
THE CESSATION OF THE PROCUREMENT AND USE OF ALL DIRTY ENERGIES AND FOSSIL FUELS IS LONG OVERDUE -- AS IS THE COMPLETION OF THE TRANSITION TO GREEN, CLEAN, RENEWABLE, SUSTAINABLE ENERGY SOURCES, TECHNOLOGIES, AND DEVICES. I
expect the EPA and every relevant part of government to work diligently toward the restoration of the earth to its pristine, unpolluted, natural condition. That means, first and foremost, the prevention of polluting industries and energies.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.

Names and Comments
3077 as of 12/5/2014
Note: For address information,
see the "Names and Addresses" document
First Name
1327 Paul

Last Name
Karsh

1328 Annie

Kaskade

1329 David

Kaskowitz

1330 Bronte

Kass

1331 Zoe

Kastl

1332 Mary

Kastner

SIERRA CLUB
PUBLIC COMMENTS
PHILLIPS 66 | Rodeo EIR
LP12-2073

Comment Letter B7

224 of 516

Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. The "refinery corridor" along the Carquinez
Strait is already an area with higher than normal rates of cancer, respiratory diseases, and auto-immune disorders. It is widely believed that the environmental pollution generated by the refineries along this strait is a major contributor to these illnesses. Any refinery expansion in this area will most
likely make this situation worse. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery.
Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe
ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only
increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's
fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery,
though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not
sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1345 Helen

Last Name
Keenan

1346 Marjory

Keenan

1347 Kathleen

Keigharn

1348 Ann Catherine Keirns

1349 Maxwell

Keith

1350 Benjamin

Keller
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. This proposal should not be reviewed in
isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals
will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the
August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane
explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks
significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron
facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this
pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I don't have issues dealing with my self-imposed lung damage from have once upon a time been a smoker but I massively object to dealing with something outside my own person responsibility aggravating my COPD. I know kids with asthma and adults too! So, I am deeply concerned that the
initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal that fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safeIty risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation.
In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also
increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August
2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion
at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant
water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility,
produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution.
I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1351 Bruce
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Keller

1352 Kathy

Keller

1353 L.

Keller

1354 Rosemary

Keller

1355 Carl

Kelley
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Kelley
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
since there are sustainable and non polluting alternatives available this is crazy am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities
and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved,
would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery
components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to
the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major
threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality
and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither
project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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since there are sustainable and non polluting alternatives available this is crazy am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities
and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved,
would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery
components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to
the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major
threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality
and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither
project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
since there are sustainable and non polluting alternatives available this is crazy am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities
and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved,
would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery
components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to
the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major
threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality
and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither
project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1374 Patrick M.

Last Name
Kennedy

1375 Gretchen

Kenney

1376 Claudia

Kenyon

1377 Asaf

Kerem

1378 Mary

Kern

1379 Heather

Kerr
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This is an outrage. I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this
proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo
refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or
pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This
only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's
fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery,
though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not
sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1380 Rubi

Last Name
Khilnani

1381 Lavive

Kiely

1382 Timothy

Kilbreath

1383 Sofia

Killion

1384 Samuel

Kim

1385 Jackson

Kinder

SIERRA CLUB
PUBLIC COMMENTS
PHILLIPS 66 | Rodeo EIR
LP12-2073

Comment Letter B7

233 of 516

Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1386 Allison
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Kinerman

1387 Matt

King

1388 Harrison B.

Kinney, Jr.

1389 Harrison B.

Kinney, Jr.
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Kinneyjr

1391 Harrisonb

Kinneyjr
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1422 Roger

Last Name
Kohler

1423 Michael

Kohnen

1424 Ellen

Koivisto

1425 Anja

Kollbach

1426 Suzanne

Komili

1427 Jaine

Kopp
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1428 Jessica

Last Name
Koran

1429 Greg

Korelich

1430 Blanche

Korfmacher

1431 Gene

Kostruba

1432 Earl

Koteen

1433 Michael

Kottler
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1434 Luanne

Last Name
Kovalick

1435 Michael

Kovitch

1436 Tessa

Kraft

1437 Art

Krakowsky

1438 James

Kramer

1439 Julie

Kramer
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1440 Stephen
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1441 Lisa
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1442 Caroline
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1443 Xavier
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1446 Madeleine
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1447 Kenneth

Kron

1448 Ray

Kronquist
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1458 John

Last Name
Kyrk

1459 Sarah

L'Etoile

1460 Isabella

La Rocca

1461 Alice

Labay

1462 Roxana

Labrador
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Labrecque

SIERRA CLUB
PUBLIC COMMENTS
PHILLIPS 66 | Rodeo EIR
LP12-2073

Comment Letter B7

246 of 516

Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1464 Sharon

Last Name
Lacy

1465 Nicolas

Ladizinsky

1466 Paul

Ladner

1467 L A

Lafata
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1469 Jane

Lagas
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1470 Phyllis

Last Name
Lager

1471 Maureen

Lahiff

1472 Frank

Lahorgue

1473 Alezz

Laielen

1474 Mitch
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1475 Susan

Lakatos
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1482 Julie

Last Name
Lane

1483 Gary
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1488 Michelle

Last Name
Lanting

1489 Gary

Lapid

1490 Gary

Lapid

1491 Angela

Laplante

1492 Timothy
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1494 M Anne

Last Name
Larsen

1495 Elaine

Larson

1496 Eugenia

Larson

1497 Frances

Larson

1498 Jacqueline

Lasahn

1499 Natacha

Lascano
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1500 Annalyce

Last Name
Lasource

1501 Karen

Lassen

1502 Pamela

Lau

1503 Roxey

Lau

1504 Claire

Laurentine

1505 Joyce

Lavey
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I think you will agree that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal does not properly address the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. The EIR needs to include an assessment of
the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion project, which would have the effect of tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Both proposals would increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. Also to be considered are adverse effects on
water quality impacts. The Rodeo project use a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Please insist that these factors get the study we deserve in order to guarantee our health
and safety.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1524 Jacqueline
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Lefler

1525 Kyra

Legaroff

1526 Marie

Lehman

1527 David

Lehrer

1528 Vicki
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1530 Dexter
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Leland

1531 Alana
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1532 Kathryn

Lemlow
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Lent
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1538 Paul
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I live in the shadow of a refinery, just miles from the Rodeo refinery. I am read on this issue and am firm in my views. I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and
safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery
expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands
feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that
would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in
2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its
significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves
additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion
proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Please implement a thorough and comprehensive environmental assessment!! I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities
and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved,
would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery
components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to
the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major
threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality
and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither
project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Liao
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Lichtenwalner I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Lidicker
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Lieberman
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Liechty
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1572 Alan

Last Name
Liechty

1573 Paul

Lifton

1574 Arlene

Lightford

1575 Patricia

Liles

1576 Jeffrey

Lilly

1577 Kingman

Lim
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1578 Kingman

Last Name
Lim

1579 Stephanie

Linam

1580 Mary

Lindemuth

1581 Patricia

Linder

1582 Bill

Lindner

1583 Jesse

Lindsey
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1584 Julie

Last Name
Ling-Ino

1585 Claudia

Linhares

1586 Nancy

Lion-Storm

1587 Michael

Lipinski

1588 Louise

Lipsey

1589 Louise

Lipsey
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1590 Louise

Last Name
Lipsey

1591 Cassandra

Lista

1592 Cassandra B. Lista

1593 Marti

Litchman

1594 James

Little

1595 Maxine

Litwak
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1596 Orion

Last Name
Litzau

1597 Pamela

Livingston

1598 Arielle

Llewellyn

1599 Arielle

Llewellyn

1600 Pamela

Llewellyn

1601 Thomas

Llewellyn
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1602 James

Last Name
Lobdell

1603 Charlene

Locke

1604 Jan

Lockner

1605 Renee

Locks

1606 Jenny

Loda

1607 Robin

Long
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1608 Michael
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Lopez

1609 Raven

Lopez

1610 Trina

Lopez

1611 Robert

Lord

1612 Janet

Lorraine

1613 Janet

Lott
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Take your shit company somewhere else... I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California.
First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being
processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of
catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone
next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living
along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66
Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk
Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be
rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1614 Catherine

1615 Bart

1616 Susan

1617 James
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1619 Julie
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Loudis
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Lounsbury
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Love
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Lovette-Black I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Lovina
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Lovins
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to assess adequately the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal comprehensively, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005. It would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge
Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts
of this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Low

1621 Will

Lowry

1622 James

Lozano
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.

Names and Comments
3077 as of 12/5/2014
Note: For address information,
see the "Names and Addresses" document
First Name
1626 Janie

Last Name
Lucas
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I live in Contra Costa and there is already way too much pollution from oil refineries. I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area
communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if
approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery
components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to
the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major
threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality
and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither
project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1638 Teri

Last Name
Lunn

1639 Quang-Tuan

Luong

1640 Elinore

Lurie

1641 Rick

Luttmann

1642 Richard

Lyman

1643 Diana

Lynch
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1644 Gail

Last Name
Lynch

1645 Lynda

Lynch

1646 Lauren

Lynley

1647 Keira

Lynn

1648 Stephen

Lyon

1649 Jennifer

Lyons
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1650 Jim

Last Name
Lyons

1651 Hayward

Maben

1652 Melanie

Mac Innis

1653 Martin

MacKerel

1654 Alec

Macauley
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Macbride
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1656 Rob

Last Name
Macdonald

1657 Emmanuel

Maceda

1658 Trena

Machado

1659 Ernest

Machen

1660 Margaret

Maciborka

1661 Stephne

Macintosh
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1662 Ingeborg

Last Name
Mackay

1663 Leslie

Mackay

1664 Bonnie

Mackenzie

1665 Patrick

Mackey

1666 Sara

Mackusick

1667 Pascale

Macleod
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. As a former Contra Costa resident growing
up in the shadow of the Richmond refinery, I know first hand the problems of refineries in populated area. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the
Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk
of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur
and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that
killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually
decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution
problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these
refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1668 Pascale

Last Name
Macleod

1669 John

Macneil

1670 Bryan

Maddan

1671 Loretta

Maddux

1672 Andrew

Magallon

1673 Michael and
Dawn

Maghakian
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
It is sadly quite obvious that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal doesn't reckon with all the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. It isn't right that this proposal be reviewed in
isolation. There are all sorts of issues that make up the wider context. Any comprehensive assessment should include impacts of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal. That scheme would, if approved, bring in tar sands crude to the Rodeo refinery. Taken together, these plans
would significantly add to the number of unsafe oil trains chugging through California communities. Then there has to be some evaluation of the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components. That risk makes more likely catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion, like in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that hospitalized more than 15,000 people. As planned, the rail spur and the pipe complex joining propane tanks to trains would be located on a liquefaction zone near the Bay. This would increase the threat of a propane
explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005. It is unwise to ignore this major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fence line. Then there are big
water quality problems. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Finally, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility,
produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution.
These problems merit more study. Our health and safety are at risk. I believe neither project is worth the risks. Both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1710 Barbara

Last Name
Martin

1711 Ben

Martin

1712 Glenn

Martin

1713 Kai

Martin

1714 Liz

Martin

1715 Nancy

Martin
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1716 Susan
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1717 Casey

Martinez

1718 Lisa
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1719 Lisa

Martinez
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I am deeply concerned--but not at all surprised--that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal FAILS to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and
foremost, this proposal SHOULD NOT be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR MUST include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being
processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of
catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone
next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living
along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66
Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces TWICE the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk
Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be
rejected. And I'm quite sure that NONE of you Board of Supervisors members live anywhere near either the refineries OR the railroad tracks...
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1722 Cheryl

Last Name
Maslin

1723 John

Mason

1724 Alison

Massa

1725 Eileen

Massey

1726 Margaret

Mather

1727 Jim

Mathews
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1728 Karen

Last Name
Mathews

1729 Melanie

Matson

1730 Sam

Matsunaga

1731 Teresa

Matta

1732 Dea

Maurizi

1733 Hildy

May
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1734 Jessica

Last Name
May

1735 Richard

Mayer

1736 Donna

Maynard

1737 R

Mayo

1738 Persephone

Maywald

1739 Michael

Mayzel
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1740 David
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
As a cancer survivor, I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost,
this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the
Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure
or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay.
This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's
fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery,
though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not
sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. An asthmatic, I am very concerned about
the threat to air quality posed by this project. An evaluation needs to look at the likelihood of an accident, and the impact should the worst case actually occur as well. I worry about the dirty tar sands material ws well. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to
comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the
number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012
Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the
Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water
quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility,
produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution.
I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1788 Julia
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Mckinstry

1790 Rita
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1791 Diane

Mclaughlin
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1795 Greg
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1796 Allen
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1801 Dennis

Mcvey

1802 Marcy
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. This proposal should not be reviewed in isolation.
In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also
increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August
2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion
at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant
water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility,
produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution.
I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1818 Lester
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Meninga

1819 Jack

Merk

1820 Dean

Mermell
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1824 Phillip
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Mertz

1825 Michael

Merz

1826 George

Meskus

1827 Jim

Messano

1828 Nikita

Metelica

1829 Nikita

Metelica
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1830 J

Last Name
Metzener

1831 Pamela

Meuser

1832 Katherine

Meyer

1833 Joel

Meza

1834 Cheri

Mezzapelle

1835 Joe

Michael

SIERRA CLUB
PUBLIC COMMENTS
PHILLIPS 66 | Rodeo EIR
LP12-2073

Comment Letter B7

308 of 516

Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1836 June
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Michalowski

1837 Golda

Michelson

1838 Frances

Michener

1839 Rose

Miksovsky

1840 George

Miljanich

1841 Charles

Milkewicz
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. They bring in these tar sands primarily from Canada, whose population recognizes the PERMANENT and DEVASTATING environmental effects. Here in California, we just care about
money. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people
to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane
plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. WE have a grossly inadequate fire department to deal with SIX additional tanks. The Rodeo project also risks
significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. We already have brownfields in Hercules, people are unwittingly living on them,
and are warned NOT TO CONSUME VEGETABLES GROWN IN THEIR OWN YARDS. Do you really want to EXPAND the influence of companies unconcerned about the messes they created and DIDN'T CLEAN UP in the past? Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces TWICE the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the
health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. WE really don't want to expand a
dinosaur-era facility when the ill effects are so very obvious. Phillips has been VERY uncooperative in the past, and shirks it's social AND environmental responsibilities as a matter of course. Invest in clean energy, not the outdated and rapacious energy of the past. Please consider our health,
and the future. SAY NO TO THE RODEO PROJECT. Thank you for reading my letter. As the parents of a young child, we're probably going to sell our home and leave Hercules, as the shortsightedness of our local government puts us all at an unacceptable risk. I am NOT the only one voicing
this opinion, either. Vibrant growing community or fiscally degraded ghetto? Apparently, it IS your decision. Study this matter a bit further and make the RIGHT decision, say NO to this expansion!
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.no drilling anywhere!
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First Name
1853 Melissa

Last Name
Miller

1854 Rhianna

Miller

1855 Robert

Miller

1856 Sandra

Miller

1857 Tim

Miller

1858 Elizabeth

Milliken
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. I LIVE in the Bay Area; we don't need any
more threats to our safety. Just look to recent "accidents."
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1859 Susana

Last Name
Millman

1860 Susana

Millman

1861 Garey

Mills

1862 Pat

Mimeau

1863 Queenelle

Minet

1864 Jeremy

Minshull
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1865 Imran

Last Name
Mirdad

1866 Sahand

Mirza

1867 Jill

Mistretta

1868 Joanie

Mitchell

1869 Lee

Mitchell

1870 Robin

Mitchell
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1871 Ruby

Last Name
Mitchell

1872 Valory

Mitchell

1873 William

Mitchell

1874 Cody

Mitcheltree

1875 Michael
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1876 Carol

Mock
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1877 Timothy

Last Name
Moder

1878 Donna

Moffat

1879 Sistie

Moffitt

1880 Angela

Mogin

1881 Veronica

Mogyorodi

1882 Veronica

Mogyorodi
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.

Names and Comments
3077 as of 12/5/2014
Note: For address information,
see the "Names and Addresses" document
First Name
1883 Veronica
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Mogyorodi
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1885 Veronica
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1888 Isabel
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1889 Carolyn

Last Name
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1890 Janet

Monfredini

1891 James R
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
URGENT! This is for the lpresent time AND THE FUTURE! Will be keeping in touch with your response! I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks
to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion
proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock
running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would
connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005,
which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its
significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves
additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion
proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1901 Julian

Last Name
Moore

1902 Karen

Moore

1903 Richard

Moore

1904 Robin

Moore
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1907 William

Last Name
Moore

1908 Mary Etta

Moose

1909 Mirka

Morales

1910 Elaine

Moreno

1911 Elaine

Moreno

1912 Ken

Moresi
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1913 Ken

Last Name
Moresi

1914 Vicente

Moretti

1915 Linda

Morgan

1916 Linda

Morgan

1917 Robert

Morgan

1918 Sue

Morgan
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. Please do the right thing for ALL of us ....
clean air is more important than $$ ...
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First Name
1919 Diana

Last Name
MorganHickey

1920 Noel

Moritz

1921 Charles

Morris

1922 Gary

Morris

1923 Sharon

Morris

1924 David

Morton
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This site increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005. It would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fence line. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Last, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would exacerbate the air pollution problems. This risk deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. I believe neither project is worth the risks and that both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1925 William

Last Name
Mosca

1926 Mary

Moseley

1927 Paul

Moser

1928 James

Moses

1929 Ali

Moshrefi

1930 Robert

Moss
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1931 Carol

1932 Rachel

1933 Mary

1934 Thomas

1935 Kathleen

1936 Lindsay

Last Name
Most Walker
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Mowbray
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Moycik
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Moynahan
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Mugele
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Mugglestone I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1937 Timur

Last Name
Mukminov

1938 Patrick

Mulcahey

1939 Deirdre

Mullin

1940 Kevin

Mulvey

1941 Siobhan

Mulvey

1942 Alex

Munguia
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1943 Angela

Last Name
Munoz

1944 Ann-Marie

Murphy

1945 Cindy

Murphy

1946 Garrett

Murphy

1947 Joanie

Murphy

1948 Judith

Murphy

SIERRA CLUB
PUBLIC COMMENTS
PHILLIPS 66 | Rodeo EIR
LP12-2073

Comment Letter B7

327 of 516

Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am a bay area native, and am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and
foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed
at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic
failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the
Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the
facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo
refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment
was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1949 Maeve

Last Name
Murphy

1950 Melissa

Murphy

1951 Margaret

Murray

1952 Margaret

Murray

1953 Suzanne

Murray
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. This proposal should not be reviewed in
isolation, and should include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals would increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California
communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000
people to area hospitals. The Board of Supervisors for Contra Costa County surely learned about the risks posed by an improperly maintained/managed refinery when that explosion occurred. Don't knowingly put the people of Contra Costa County at risk by approving this proposal! The
proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the
summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State
wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. This alone should be reason enough to stop the process and reevaluate it, particularly at a time when California faces a very serious water crisis. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery,
though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not
sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected, and I plan to
watch very closely how you discuss and vote on this proposal.
I like in Pinole, just down the road from Rodeo, and am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across
California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands
crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the
likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a
liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo
residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly,
the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's
Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both
should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.

Names and Comments
3077 as of 12/5/2014
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see the "Names and Addresses" document
First Name
Last Name
1954 cathren Rose Murray

1955 Georgette

Musante

1956 Doug

Musick

1957 Kathryn

Mussell

1958 Ruth Stoner

Muzzin

1959 Ann

Myers
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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3077 as of 12/5/2014
Note: For address information,
see the "Names and Addresses" document
First Name
1960 Herbert

Last Name
Myers

1961 Katherine

Myskowski

1962 Nancy

Nadaner

1963 Christine

Nadeau

1964 Cynthia

Nagy

1965 Laura

Naismith
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1966 Lisa

1967 Lisa

1968 Christine

1969 Cynthia

1970 Anna

1971 Judi

Last Name
Nakamura
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Nakamura
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Nakashima
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Nakashima
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Narbutovskih I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Naue
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1972 John & Linda

Last Name
Nauman

1973 Christina

Navarro

1974 Juanita

Navarro

1975 Penelope

Navone

1976 Kylie

Nealis

1977 L B

Nelson
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
1978 Varsha

Last Name
Nene

1979 Larry

Nerney

1980 Dale

Nesbitt

1981 James

Neu

1982 Jane

Neufeld

1983 Mary Ann

Neumann
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.

Names and Comments
3077 as of 12/5/2014
Note: For address information,
see the "Names and Addresses" document
First Name
1984 M Kathryn

Last Name
Newell

1985 Cyndee

Newick

1986 Randy

Newlin

1987 John &
Hudelle

Newman

1988 Roberta

Newman

1989 Roberta

Newman
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Newton

1991 Christina

Ng

1992 Dylan

Nguyen

1993 Tracy

Nguyen

1994 Candace

Niccolson

1995 Clyde
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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1996 Ginny
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Nichols
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Nichols

1998 John
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2002 Steven

Last Name
Nielsen

2003 Barbara-Ann

Nikl

2004 Judith

Noddin

2005 Rita

Nolan

2006 Roy

Nolan

2007 Heather

Noolan

SIERRA CLUB
PUBLIC COMMENTS
PHILLIPS 66 | Rodeo EIR
LP12-2073

Comment Letter B7

337 of 516

Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2008 Laila

Last Name
Noori

2009 Jane

Norbeck

2010 Sheldon

Norberg

2011 Tashi

Norbu

2012 W

Nordendahl

2013 Carolyn

Norr
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2014 Teri

Last Name
Norris

2015 Barbara

Norton

2016 Darlene

Norwood

2017 Jeanne

Nourse

2018 Annette

Novak

2019 Ken

Novak
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Last Name Comments
Novogrodsky I am concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First, this proposal should not be reviewed in
isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals
will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the
August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane
explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks
significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron
facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this
pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Nudelman
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Nudelman
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Nurkiewicz
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Nuter
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
O'Brien
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.

Names and Comments
3077 as of 12/5/2014
Note: For address information,
see the "Names and Addresses" document
First Name
2032 Rollin

Last Name
Odell

2033 James

Odgers

2034 James

Odgers

2035 Dave

Ohlson

2036 Nils

Ohlson

2037 Susan

Ohlson

SIERRA CLUB
PUBLIC COMMENTS
PHILLIPS 66 | Rodeo EIR
LP12-2073

Comment Letter B7

342 of 516

Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
The Bay Area has already had far too many refinery fires and explosions, on top of the daily release of toxic chemicals on a routine basis. I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the
environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66
Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lowerquality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the
pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15
workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually
decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution
problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these
refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. We all need clean air to breathe.
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2062 Jacqueline
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2063 John

Ota

2064 Greg

Overman
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2068 Rhonda

2069 Jim

2070 Ann

2071 Thomas

2072 Urmila

2073 Christy

Last Name
Oxley
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
P
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Pacey
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Packard
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Padmanabha I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
n
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Paek
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2074 Valerie

Last Name
Pagendarm

2075 Liz

Pallatto

2076 Bonnie

Pannell

2077 Rich

Panter

2078 Christina

Pappas

2079 Mitchell

Park
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2080 Erika

Last Name
Parker

2081 Lissa

Parker

2082 Robert

Parker
Stellato

2083 Cheryl

Parkins

2084 Janet

Parks

2085 Jane

Parrish
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2086 Vida

Last Name
Parsi

2087 Amy

Parsons

2088 Ron

Parsons

2089 Elinor

Parzen

2090 Ellen

Pascal

2091 Florante

Pascual
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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2092 Katie

Last Name
Pate

2093 Kiran

Patel

2094 Sarosh

Patel

2095 Ananda

Patterson

2096 Janet
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2097 Kevin

Patterson
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
As a resident of Rodeo, I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost,
this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the
Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure
or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay.
This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's
fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery,
though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not
sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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2098 Nancy
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Patterson

2099 James

Patton

2100 James & Carol Patton

2101 Lisa

Patton

2102 Revel

Paul

2103 Evelyn

Paula

SIERRA CLUB
PUBLIC COMMENTS
PHILLIPS 66 | Rodeo EIR
LP12-2073

Comment Letter B7

353 of 516

Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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2116 Karen

Last Name
Peel

2117 Carlos

Peeler

2118 Bruno

Pelletier

2119 Judy

Pelton
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.

Names and Comments
3077 as of 12/5/2014
Note: For address information,
see the "Names and Addresses" document
First Name
2122 Paul

Last Name
Peraino

2123 Dawn

Perez

2124 Laura

Perez

2125 Linda and
Ronald

Perez

2126 Paul

Perez

2127 Deborah

Peri

SIERRA CLUB
PUBLIC COMMENTS
PHILLIPS 66 | Rodeo EIR
LP12-2073

Comment Letter B7

357 of 516

Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Last, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study,because the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the
health impacts of this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. Accordingly, I believe neither project is worth the risks involved. Both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a
propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project
also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the
huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. This proposal should not be reviewed in
isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals
will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the
August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane
explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks
significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron
facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this
pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2170 Daniel

Last Name
Podell

2171 Pietro

Poggi

2172 Mary Frances Poh

2173 Susan

Pokorny

2174 Tamir
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Polak
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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2176 Alice

Last Name
Polesky

2177 Betsy

Pollick

2178 Calvin

Pomeroy

2179 Marilyn

Pomeroy

2180 Jackie

Pomies

2181 Karl

Pontau
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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2182 Donna

Last Name
Pontrello

2183 Mary

Poor

2184 Rita

Poppenk

2185 Adrienne

Poremba

2186 Andres

Porfirio

2187 Aviva

Porter
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. Sincerely, Laurel Powers
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am appalled that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be
reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these
proposals will also increase the number of outrageously unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures
due to CORROSION as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay! HOW
STUPID IS THAT?! This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents
living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. IT IS VITAL TO
PRESERVE EVERY DROP OF QUALITY WATER IN CALIFORNIA! Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces TWICE the emissions! Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This
deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution, much less the Santa Maria increase in danger and pollution. We believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the
health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, we believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. NO FRACKING, NO OIL TRAINS AND NO TAR SANDS IN CALIFORNIA! EVER!!
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal does not adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts
of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must also include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains
moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the chances of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire
that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that
injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, and would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fence line. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies
upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. The Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional
oil and tar sands crude would only increase the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to
protect the health and safety of our communities from these high risk refinery expansion proposals.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.

Names and Comments
3077 as of 12/5/2014
Note: For address information,
see the "Names and Addresses" document
First Name
2218 George

Last Name
Quezada

2219 Clark

Quinn

2220 Elizabeth

Quinn

2221 S

R

2222 Katy

R.

2223 GAYATRI

RAJAN

SIERRA CLUB
PUBLIC COMMENTS
PHILLIPS 66 | Rodeo EIR
LP12-2073

Comment Letter B7

373 of 516

Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I LIVED IN CCCO for 19 years!! DON'T GO FUCKING UP EAST CC!! or LOSE YOUR JOBS!!! I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay
Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal,
which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through
refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane
tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a
major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water
quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area
Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither
project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Do a full environmental report, including global warming impact, and health! We should be reducing and closing oil refineries, not expanding them! I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess
the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the
Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk
of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur
and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that
killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually
decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution
problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these
refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Like so many others,I'm troubled that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal
should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery.
Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe
ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only
increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's
fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery,
though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not
sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. I also feel with these refineries right here,
we shouldn't be paying the highest prices in the country! They want to pollute our air and don't give back in any way! My relatives in Louisiana at least get good prices on gas for putting up with the refineries there! First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to
comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the
number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012
Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the
Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water
quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility,
produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution.
I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. Especially with no gain (healthwise nor financial) to the Bay Area.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Please do not approve the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery proposal. I am concerned about safety and pollution for the many Bay Area families. And we've already had one recent explosion, endangering so many. You would be crazy to approve something without adequately assessing the
environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. This proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria
refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar
sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex
that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in
Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission
because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This
deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery
expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. The proposed rail spur and the pipe
complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15
workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually
decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. ion. I believe these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both
should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I grew up in the East Bay. Most of my highschool friends have settled in the East Bay. For the protection and my friends and their families, this project should not approved without and EIS and safety review. I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66
Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the
Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through
California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more
than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight
people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a
once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional
oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study
to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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2284 Catherine

Last Name
Ries

2285 Nancy

Rieser

2286 Josephine

Riordan

2287 Evan

Riter

2288 Donna

Ritola
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Roach

SIERRA CLUB
PUBLIC COMMENTS
PHILLIPS 66 | Rodeo EIR
LP12-2073

Comment Letter B7

384 of 516

Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. In the end, who will benefit from this project?
Only Phillips 66. And what plans do they have for mitigation of all the fallout to residents? to the Environment?
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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2290 Jack

Last Name
Robbins

2291 Anna

Roberts

2292 Darryl

Roberts

2293 Francis

Roberts

2294 Mark

Roberts

2295 Wendy

Roberts
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. I am personally worried, as I live about 500
feet from the railroad tracks!
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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2296 Helene
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Robertson
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2298 Nina
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Save the Bay not your oil pay! I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and
foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed
at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic
failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the
Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the
facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo
refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment
was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the ris of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
We DO NOT want these poisonous substances, environmental and health degradation, and almost certain explosions anywhere near our communities. Thank you.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Please consider the following plea: I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First
and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being
processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of
catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone
next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living
along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66
Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk
Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be
rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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2339 Janice
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Ross

2340 Edna

Rossenas

2341 Edna

Rossenas

2342 Margaret

Rossoff

2343 Egil

Rosten

2344 Margaret
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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2345 Sheldon

2346 Elisabeth

2347 Lew

2348 Barbara

2349 William

2350 Michael
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Rothenberg
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Rothenberger I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Rothgeb
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Rothkrug
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Rothman
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Rothrock
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2351 Blake

Last Name
Rothschild

2352 Delores

Rotterman

2353 Susan

Rouse

2354 Patrik

Rousselot

2355 Ann

Rovere

2356 Joel

Rovins
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2357 Margaret

Last Name
Rowe

2358 John

Rowell

2359 Joyce

Roy

2360 Monique

Rubin

2361 Emily

Rubis

2362 Dennis & Jan Ruby
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2363 Jacki

Last Name
Ruby

2364 Robin

Ruck

2365 Catherine

Ruggeri

2366 Norberto

Ruiz

2367 Linda

Rullman

2368 Claire

Russell
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2369 Michael

Last Name
Russell

2370 Patrick

Russell

2371 Patrick

Russell

2372 Patrick

Russell

2373 Patrick

Russell

2374 Sandra

Russell
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2375 Toni

Last Name
Russell

2376 David & Karen Rust

2377 Robert

Rust

2378 Bert

Ruster

2379 Carol

Ruth

2380 Lucymarie

Ruth
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2381 Carole

Last Name
Rutherford

2382 Susan

Rutherford

2383 Carina

Ryan

2384 Kevin

Ryan

2385 Helene

Rytkonen

2386 P

S
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fence line. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts of this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. The environmental review process is not just another toy for refinery owners and operators to manipulate to their own ends without regard for public health. In fact, the opposite is true, yet industry-dominated public agencies consistently allow companies to abuse it. This
must end. All of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2423 Livia

Last Name
Sargent

2424 Stanley

Sargent

2425 Marijeanne

Sarraille

2426 Linda

Sartor

2427 Julie

Sasaoka

2428 Rondi

Saslow
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2429 Sara

Last Name
Sato

2430 Bill and
Suzanne

Saul

2431 Christian

Sautter

2432 Larry

Savage

2433 Nicole

Savage

2434 Aleksandr

Savchenko

SIERRA CLUB
PUBLIC COMMENTS
PHILLIPS 66 | Rodeo EIR
LP12-2073

Comment Letter B7

408 of 516

Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Dear Madam, Dear Sir, Being genuinely concerned about the Philips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal but not familiar with the details of the issue, I am forwarding you the message composed by the Sierra Club. Please, consider their comments thoroughly and make the right decision.
Sincerely, Aleksandr I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost,
this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the
Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure
or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay.
This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's
fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery,
though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not
sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. I am also deeply concerned on a personal
level because my adult daughter lives near this site and her health will be affected by increased pollution.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fence line. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
In the 50 years I hae lived in Contra Costa County, I have breathed enough of this poison! I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area
communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if
approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery
components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to
the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major
threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality
and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither
project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Schumacher- I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
Jennings
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Schutzer
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Schutzer
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Schwartz
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Schwartz
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Schwarz
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.

Names and Comments
3077 as of 12/5/2014
Note: For address information,
see the "Names and Addresses" document
First Name
2483 Jennifer

Last Name
Sellers

2484 Melody

Semereaux

2485 Aaron

Senegal

2486 Dan

Serbin

2487 Jenny

Severo

2488 Marguerite

Sgrillo

SIERRA CLUB
PUBLIC COMMENTS
PHILLIPS 66 | Rodeo EIR
LP12-2073

Comment Letter B7

417 of 516

Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Hi, My name is Jenny, and I'm writing with concern about Phillips 66... Six huge propane storage tanks and Two new rail spurs for propane and butane shipping? Please think about this. This means further polluting the air we (all of us) breathe. It's dangerous. And we (all of us) deserve better.
What are we doing here? Let's think. Let's protect our beautiful mother earth and our bodies. What is more important? Money? Power? Expansion? Or cherishing and nurturing the very things that give us health and life? We're smarter than this. We know better than this. I don't know you, but I
know this message is reaching someone who is taking in what I am saying and feeling. Listen to your heart. It's time to make choices that make us thrive. We can do this. Let's not make choices that cause damage. Please make a choice that you feel is in integrity with what you know to be right.
It only takes one person to change the world. Thank you for your time. With love and concern, Jenny
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Shahidzadeh I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Shapiro
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Sharee
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Sharkey
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Sharkey
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.

Names and Comments
3077 as of 12/5/2014
Note: For address information,
see the "Names and Addresses" document
First Name
2501 Robert

Last Name
Sheardy

2502 Kathleen

Shecter

2503 Veronica

Sheehan

2504 Michael

Sheffield

2505 Michael

Sheffield

2506 Katherine

Shekeloff
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2507 Ruth

Last Name
Sheldon

2508 Denise

Shelley

2509 Lenore

Sheridan

2510 David

Sherman

2511 Debra

Sherman

2512 Caryl

Sherpa
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2513 Tom

Last Name
Shetterly

2514 Jessica

Sheu

2515 Earl

Shimaoka

2516 Grace

Shimizu

2517 Peggy

Shippen

2518 Rosemarie

Shishkin
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2519 Rosemarie

Last Name
Shishkin

2520 Rosemarie

Shishkin

2521 Rosemarie

Shishkin

2522 Elizabeth

Shore

2523 Donaldson

Shumpert

2524 Winnie

Shy
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2525 Maja

2526 Andrew

2527 Janet

2528 Dave

2529 Ulrike

2530 Jeanette

Last Name
Sidzinska
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Siegal
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Sigler
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Sikula
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Silkey
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Sill-Holeman I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fence line. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2531 Nikkole

Last Name
Silva

2532 Nikkole

Silva

2533 Vincent

Silvera

2534 Alex

Silverio

2535 Dorien And
Beth

Silverstein

2536 Katherine

Silvey
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am looking out my window at hazy brown skies on a spare the air day. When I open my browser I can find news story after news story about trains carrying toxic crude oil and its by products exploding and destroying communities and wildlife alike. I grew up in the East Bay and live in San Jose
and care deeply about preserving the health and vitality of the greater bay area. That, and for many more reasons, is why I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health
and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery
expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands
feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that
would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in
2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its
significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves
additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion
proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.

Names and Comments
3077 as of 12/5/2014
Note: For address information,
see the "Names and Addresses" document
First Name
2584 Emily
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Snyder
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Soares

2586 Louis
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2602 Daryl

Last Name
Sparks

2603 Joseph

Spaulding

2604 Laura

Spautz

2605 Jeremy

Spencer

2606 Scott & Gayle Spencer

2607 Mary Ellen

Sperling
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. There's enough trouble with the current
configuration. No more, please! First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would
result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components,
which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains
would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both
workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological
resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is
worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2608 Arlene June

Last Name
Spero

2609 Victoria

Spiers

2610 Michael

Spinato

2611 Mary

Spinelli

2612 Michael

Sponseller

2613 Johanna

Spooner
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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2614 Cindy

Last Name
Spring

2615 Linda

Sroa

2616 R

St. Angelo

2617 Betty

St. Clair

2618 Rick

St. John

2619 Jean
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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2620 Barbara
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Stagg

2621 James

Stamos

2622 Erica

Stanojevic

2623 Diana

Stark
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Stark

2625 Carol
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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2626 Kristina

Last Name
Staros

2627 Benjamin

Stassart

2628 Michelle

Stava

2629 Barrie

Stebbings
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Steele
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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2632 Jon

Last Name
Steenhoven

2633 M.

Steere

2634 Robin

Steeves

2635 Stanley

Stefancic

2636 Eric
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Integrated Pest Management uses the "least harmful action" when solving a problem. Too many chemical and petroleum companies have ignored the safety of the people living near their processing and storage areas. You are responsible for the safety of the people living in your county. Please
pause and do the assessment before approving any refinery expansion. I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and
communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would
result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components,
which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains
would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both
workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological
resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is
worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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2655 David

Stevens

2656 Elsa
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
You all know this is wrong, and you have the power to stop it. Strange how those with power often just use it to feather their nest. What a waste. Do the right thing, politicos!
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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2661 Julia
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Stewart

2662 Karen

Stewart

2663 Natalie

Stewart

2664 Natalie

Stewart

2665 Angela

Steyer
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2667 John

Last Name
Stickney

2668 Joanna

Stiehl

2669 Wendy

Stock

2670 Eve

Stocker

2671 Luben

Stoilov

2672 David

Stolowitz
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be
reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these
proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fence line. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional detailed analysis, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess
the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. These safety risks are
unacceptable, and this is even before one considers the climate-change-causing pollution this additional fossil fuel refining would result in. For all the reasons outlined above this project should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2673 Russell

Last Name
Stone

2674 Lori

Stoneman

2675 Michelle

Storace

2676 Beth

Strachan

2677 Steve

Strange

2678 Katlyn

Stranger
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should
not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery.
Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe
ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only
increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's
fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery,
though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not
sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and that both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2679 Katlyn

Last Name
Stranger

2680 Gerald

Stratman

2681 William

Stratton

2682 Faye

Straus

2683 Mary

Strauss

2684 Roger

Straw
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida oer the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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2685 Jean
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Sullivan

2692 Sean

Sullivan

2693 E Elizabeth

Summers
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Sur
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
The initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First, it fails to take into account the effects of the proposed Phillips 66
Santa Maria refinery expansion, which would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risks posed by tar sands by-products
running through refinery components, including the likelihood of pipe failure or rupture due to corrosion like that causing the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire. Because the proposed complex would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay, it increases the risk of a propane
explosion at the Rodeo facility and thus poses a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually
decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, already produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air
pollution problems. This deserves additional study, At the very least, all of these issues deserve further study. Without positive results from such study, the project is not worth the risks and should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned about the safety risks from shipping highly volatile fuel by rail. We know from recent explosions in the U.S. and Canada that this is not a practice that should continue or be expanded. I live in and vote in Contra Costa County, and I don't want these hazards in my backyard.
My loved ones often commute by Amtrak. Should I have to live in fear that an oil train will collide with a passenger train? How many lives would it cost to have a derailment near homes and businesses? How many tax dollars would it take to clean up the spill over years or decades? With the
unprecedented threat of climate change, we need to move away from fossil fuels, not process and burn more of them. Expanding the Phillips 66 refinery is bad for the environment, bad for our health, and bad for our communities. Please reject it. In addition, I recommend reading this article in
Earth Island Journal: http://www.earthisland.org/journal/index.php/eij/article/warning_highly_flammable/ Thank you.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. There is really only one important job on this
planet , one that we all share and that is to be good stewards of our little planet. You are are in a powerful position to have a huge impact. USE IT. Your children and grandchildren will be forever grateful to you. Don't squander your current opportunity . It will not last long.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.

Names and Comments
3077 as of 12/5/2014
Note: For address information,
see the "Names and Addresses" document
First Name
2709 Detlev

Last Name
Swoboda

2710 Mark

Swoiskin

2711 Mark

Swoiskin

2712 Mushtaq

Syed

2713 Sara

Syer

2714 Cheri

Tablada

SIERRA CLUB
PUBLIC COMMENTS
PHILLIPS 66 | Rodeo EIR
LP12-2073

Comment Letter B7

455 of 516

Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Last Name Comments
Talcott-Fuller I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Tang
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Tannenbaum I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Tanner
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Tanza
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Taylor
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Temple
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Tenenbaum I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Tereszkiewicz I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. What will be the effect on the local air
quality? The air quality in the Rodeo Crockett area is among the worst in California. What precautions are being taken to prevent it from getting even worse than it already is? First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of
the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving
through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent
more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured
eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon
a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining
additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve
further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Tessler
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Thibodeau
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2751 Rodney

Last Name
Thorn

2752 Monica

Thyberg

2753 Marilyn

Tiaven

2754 Cheryl

Tibshirani

2755 Nadya

Tichman

2756 Steven

Tickes
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
In my opinion, the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal does not adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. This EIR must also include an assessment of the
Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these two proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. There are many other negative
impacts on the water and air quality, as well as increased risks of explosions that pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents and those in the greater Bay Area if these two projects go forward. To protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion
proposals, please do further in-depth study of the impacts of these two projects together and I feel certain you will decide, in the end, that neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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2757 Wendy

Last Name
Tico

2758 Margaret

Tilden

2759 Barney

Tiller

2760 Leslie

Tilley

2761 Martha

Tingle

2762 David

Tivol
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2763 Daniel

Last Name
Tobin

2764 Beatrice

Tocher

2765 Tim

Tolbert

2766 Michael

Tomczyszyn

2767 Michael

Tomczyszyn

2768 Christopher

Tompkins
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.

Names and Comments
3077 as of 12/5/2014
Note: For address information,
see the "Names and Addresses" document
First Name
2769 Mimi

Last Name
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2770 Thierry

Tondusson

2771 Scott

Tong

2772 Lana
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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2775 Rick
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Tracy

2776 Billy

Trice

2777 Jeremy

Trimm
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Trinh

2779 Carrie

Trochet

2780 Ann

Tubbs

SIERRA CLUB
PUBLIC COMMENTS
PHILLIPS 66 | Rodeo EIR
LP12-2073

Comment Letter B7

466 of 516

Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Valamanesh I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Valdes
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Van Cleave I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Van
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
Craeynest
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Van De Water I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Van Straalen I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Van
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
Valkenburgh be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Vandeman
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Vander Wahl I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Vanvalkenbur I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
g
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Vardy
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2817 Reuben

Last Name
Veek

2818 Marc

Vendetti

2819 Anne

Veraldi
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Verbeek

2821 Ana
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. In this era of encouraging clean, sustainable
power, we should not be expanding dirty and dangerous fossil fuel facilities. We should instead be planning ways to promote and use CLEAN energy.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2823 Sakura

Last Name
Vesely

2824 Paul

Vesper

2825 Paul

Vesper

2826 Nick

Vetro

2827 Marc

Vezian

2828 Marc

Vezian
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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2829 Keith
AnMargaret

Last Name
Vickers

2830 Kelly

Vickers

2831 Katherine

Vickery

2832 Gregory

Vincent

2833 Gary

Virginia

2834 Nathan

Vogel
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2835 Craig

Last Name
Volpe

2836 Rene

Voss

2837 Tamara

Voyles

2838 Tung

Vu

2839 Victor
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2840 Esther
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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2841 Ilene

Last Name
Wagner

2842 Joy & Tom

Wagner

2843 Sherri

Waidtlow

2844 Mary

Waitz
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Walberg

2846 Linda

Waldron
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Walker

2848 Mark

Walker

2849 Kevin

Wall
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2851 William

Wallin
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. Many of us who live here HIGHLY value our
air quality and wish to protect our environment. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if
approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery
components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to
the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major
threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality
and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither
project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.

Names and Comments
3077 as of 12/5/2014
Note: For address information,
see the "Names and Addresses" document
First Name
2883 Rhonda
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned about the proposed expansion of the Phillips 66 refinery in Rodeo. I urge you to ensure that thorough, comprehensive environmental review is done. The initial Environmental Impact Report fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area
communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the proposed expansion of Phillips 66's refinery in Santa Maria,
which would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery
components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion, as happened with the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the
propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility - like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005 - which would
pose a major threat to both workers and residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. It relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and
biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than Chevron's huge facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate existing air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts of this pollution. All of these issues must receive addition study if these refinery expansion proposals are to receive further consideration. Given that there are multiple, serious issues, I believe
neither project is worth the risks to the health and safety of our communities, and both proposals should be rejected.
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I am a Contra Costa County resident who is deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to this county, as well as to other Bay Area communities and
communities across California. Under CEQA guidelines, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved,
would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery
components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to
the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005. The proposed siting proposes
a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water
quality and biological resources. Finally, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay
Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe
neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Weed
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Wehrman
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Wehrmeister I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Wehrmeister I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Weiden
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
It's unfortunate that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess all the safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. This proposal should not be reviewed in isolation: It should also include an
assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal; that would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals wouldl also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess
the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components--which would increase the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion. That is what happened in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area
hospitals. Furthermore, the proposed rail spur and the pipe complex onnecting the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, several of which have already killed and injured numerous
people in the past decade; it would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. There would be additional significant risks to water quality and biological resources; in addition, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge
Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions, so refining additional oil and tar sands crude would exacerbate the air pollution problems. How many issues need be involved before you require further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion
proposals? I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.

Names and Comments
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First Name
2900 Jonathan

Last Name
Weinstock

2901 Robert

Weinstock

2902 Joan

Weir

2903 George

Weiss

2904 Morgan

Weiss

2905 Sandra

Weiss
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2906 Terrie

Last Name
Weiss

2907 Alan

Weissberger

2908 Margaret

Weitkamp

2909 CJ

Welch

2910 Christopher

Welch

2911 Paul

Welch
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2912 Rebecca

Last Name
Welch

2913 Stephanie

Welch

2914 Alexander

Welczeck

2915 Bonnie

Wells

2916 Suzanne

Wells

2917 Bob

Wellsted
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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As our dependence on greenhouse gas and carbon emissions continues to move in the wrong direction, I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks
to Bay Area communities and communities across California, not to mention the world. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria
refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar
sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex
that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in
Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission
because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This
deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery
expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. Thanks for your attention and your concern for our grandchildren's world.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. CALIFORNIANS DONT BENEFIT SO WE
SHOULDNT PAY THE PRICE, THERE WILL BE A LEAK OR ACCIDENT OR WORSE. EIR PROCESS IS NOT ONLY THERE TO PROTECT THE ENVIRONMENT, IT IS THERE TO PROTECT THE PEOPLE TOO.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
When I trained for CERT I was horrified to learn about the fuel running from the refinery under the train tracks to the airport. Now we are able to stop this more toxic and dangerous fuel from going through our communities. I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for
the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the
impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains
moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire
that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that
injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project
relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions.
Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues
deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Wilson-Seppa I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Wiltberger
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Winge
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Winne
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Winter
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Winter
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
The initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to
comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the
number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012
Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the
Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water
quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility,
produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution.
I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2983 Peter

2984 Betsy

2985 Carol

2986 Cynthia

2987 Patricia

2988 Mark

Last Name
Wong
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Wood
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Wood
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Wood
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Wood
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
Wood-Patrick I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2989 Grant

Last Name
Woodard

2990 Randall

Woodbury

2991 Toni

Woodruff

2992 David

Woods

2993 William

Woodyard

2994 Elizabeth

Wooley
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. This proposal should not be reviewed in
isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals
will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the
August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane
explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks
significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron
facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this
pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
2995 Carri

Last Name
Woolsey

2996 Moriah

Woolworth

2997 Susan

Worden

2998 Jo-Ann

Work

2999 Claudia

Wornum

3000 Alan

Wray
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
3001 Melvyn

Last Name
Wright

3002 Michael

Wright

3003 Natalie

Wright

3004 Victoria

Wu

3005 Rita

Xavier

3006 Karen

Y.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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First Name
3007 Srihari

Last Name
Yamanoor

3008 Lea

Yancey

3009 Seth

Yanow

3010 David

Yarnell

3011 Joanne

Yates

3012 Stephanie

Yellis
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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3013 Paul

Last Name
Yockey

3014 Chris

York

3015 John S.
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3017 Kathleen

Young

3018 Kendra

Young
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Please, DO THE RIGHT THING AND VETO THE EXANSION OF THE PHILLIPS 66 RODEO REFINERY! I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety
risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion
proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock
running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would
connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005,
which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its
significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves
additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion
proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected. I live in Pinole and have friends in Rodeo and don't want tar sands or its by-products to be loaded on trains so close to our homes. We are concerned with our personal safety as well as damage to the
air, water, and nearby properties!
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.

Names and Comments
3077 as of 12/5/2014
Note: For address information,
see the "Names and Addresses" document
First Name
3042 Anne

Last Name
Zimmerman

3043 Pam

Zimmerman

3044 Leslie

Zingarelli

3045 Amy

Zink

3046 Marya

Zlatnik

3047 Robert

Zoglin

SIERRA CLUB
PUBLIC COMMENTS
PHILLIPS 66 | Rodeo EIR
LP12-2073

Comment Letter B7

511 of 516

Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Comments
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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We need to live and breathe. I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and
foremost, this proposal should not be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed
at the Rodeo refinery. Together, these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic
failure or pipe ruptures due to corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the
Bay. This only increases the risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the
facility's fenceline. The Rodeo project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo
refinery, though much smaller than the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment
was not sufficient to assess the health impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
I am deeply concerned that the initial Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery expansion proposal fails to adequately assess the environmental, health and safety risks to Bay Area communities and communities across California. First and foremost, this proposal should not
be reviewed in isolation. In order to comprehensively assess the impacts of the Rodeo proposal, the EIR must include an assessment of the Phillips 66 Santa Maria refinery expansion proposal, which if approved, would result in tar sands crude being processed at the Rodeo refinery. Together,
these proposals will also increase the number of unsafe oil trains moving through California communities. The EIR should also assess the risk of lower-quality tar sands feedstock running through refinery components, which increases the likelihood of catastrophic failure or pipe ruptures due to
corrosion as in the August 2012 Chevron Richmond Refinery fire that sent more than 15,000 people to area hospitals. The proposed rail spur and the pipe complex that would connect the propane tanks to the trains would be sited on a liquefaction zone next to the Bay. This only increases the
risk of a propane explosion at the Rodeo facility, like the ones that injured eight people at a propane plant in Florida over the summer and that killed 15 workers in Texas in 2005, which would pose a major threat to both workers and Rodeo residents living along the facility's fenceline. The Rodeo
project also risks significant water quality impacts. The project relies upon a once-through cooling system that the State wants to eventually decommission because of its significant impacts to water quality and biological resources. Lastly, the Phillips 66 Rodeo refinery, though much smaller than
the huge Chevron facility, produces twice the emissions. Refining additional oil and tar sands crude would only exacerbate the air pollution problems. This deserves additional study, as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's Health Risk Assessment was not sufficient to assess the health
impacts on this pollution. I believe all of these issues deserve further study to protect the health and safety of our communities from these refinery expansion proposals. In the end, I believe neither project is worth the risks and both should be rejected.
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Petra Pless, D.Env.
440 Nova Albion Way, #2
San Rafael, CA 94903
(415) 492-2131 phone
(815) 572-8600 fax
petra.pless@gmail.com

Dr. Pless is a court-recognized expert with over 20 years of experience in environmental consulting
conducting and managing interdisciplinary environmental research projects and preparing and
reviewing environmental permits and other documents for U.S. and European stakeholder groups.
Her broad-based experience includes air quality and air pollution control; water quality, water
supply, and water pollution control; biological resources; public health and safety; noise studies;
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), Clean Air Act (“CAA”), and National
Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) review; industrial ecology and risk assessment; and use of a
wide range of environmental software.

EDUCATION
Doctorate in Environmental Science and Engineering (D.Env.), University of California
Los Angeles, 2001
Master of Science (equivalent) in Biology (focus on Limnology), Technical University of Munich,
Germany, 1991

PROFESSIONAL HISTORY
Pless Environmental, Inc., Principal, 2008–present
Environmental Consultant, Sole Proprietor, 2006–2008
Leson & Associates (previously Leson Environmental Consulting), Kensington, CA,
Environmental Scientist/Project Manager, 1997–2005
University of California Los Angeles, Graduate Research Assistant/Teaching Assistant, 1994–1996
ECON Research and Development, Environmental Scientist, Ingelheim, Germany, 1992–1993
Biocontrol, Environmental Projects Manager, Ingelheim, Germany, 1991–1992

REPRESENTATIVE EXPERIENCE
Air Quality and Pollution Control
Projects include CEQA/NEPA review; CAA attainment and non-attainment new source review;
prevention of significant deterioration (“PSD”) and Title V permitting; control technology analyses
(BACT, LAER, RACT, BARCT, BART, MACT); technology evaluations and cost-effectiveness
analyses; criteria and toxic pollutant and greenhouse gas emission inventories; emission offsets;
ambient and source monitoring; analysis of emissions estimates and ambient air pollutant
concentration modeling. Some typical projects include:
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— Provided expert support for intervention in California Energy Commission (“CEC”)
proceedings for numerous power plants including natural gas-fired, integrated gasification
combined-cycle, geothermal (flash and binary) solar (thermal and photovoltaic) facilities with
respect to air quality including emission reduction credits, hazards and hazardous materials,
public health, noise, and biological resources.
— Critically reviewed and prepared technical comments on the air quality, biology, noise, water
quality, and public health and safety sections of CEQA/NEPA documents for numerous
commercial, residential, and industrial projects (e.g., power plants, airports, residential
developments, retail developments, university expansions, hospitals, refineries,
slaughterhouses, asphalt plants, food processing facilities, slaughterhouses, feedlots, printing
facilities, mines, quarries, landfills, and recycling facilities) and provided litigation support in a
number of cases filed under CEQA.
— Critically reviewed and prepared technical comments on the air quality and public health
sections of the Los Angeles Airport Master Plan (Draft, Supplement, and Final Environmental
Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report) for the City of El Segundo. Provided
technical comments on the Draft and Final General Conformity Determination for the
preferred alternative submitted to the Federal Aviation Administration.
— Prepared comments on proposed PSD and Title V permit best available control technology
(“BACT”) analysis for greenhouse gas emissions from a proposed direct reduced iron facility
in Louisiana.
— Prepared technical comments on U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”)’s Inhalation of
Fugitive Dust: A Screening Assessment of the Risks Posed by Coal Combustion Waste Landfills
prepared for EPA’s proposed coal combustion waste landfill rule.
— Prepared technical comments on the potential air quality impacts of the California Air
Resources Board’s Proposed Actions to Further Reduce Particulate Matter at High Priority California
Railyards.
— For several California refineries, evaluated compliance of fired sources with Bay Area Air
Quality Management District Rule 9-10. This required evaluation and review of hundreds of
source tests to determine if refinery-wide emission caps and compliance monitoring provisions
were being met.
— Critically reviewed and prepared technical comments on draft Title V permits for several
refineries and other industrial facilities in California.
— Evaluated the public health impacts of locating big-box retail developments in densely
populated areas in California and Hawaii. Monitored and evaluated impacts of diesel exhaust
emissions and noise on surrounding residential communities.
— In conjunction with the permitting of several residential and commercial developments,
conducted studies to determine baseline concentrations of diesel exhaust particulate matter
using an aethalometer.
— For an Indiana steel mill, evaluated technology to control NOx and CO emissions from fired
sources, including electric arc furnaces and reheat furnaces, to establish BACT. This required a
comprehensive review of U.S. and European operating experience. The lowest emission levels
were being achieved by steel mills using selective catalytic reduction (“SCR”) and selective
non-catalytic reduction (“SNCR”) in Sweden and The Netherlands.
2
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— For a California petroleum coke calciner, evaluated technology to control NOx, CO, VOCs, and
PM10 emissions from the kiln and pyroscrubbers to establish BACT and LAER. This required a
review of state and federal clearinghouses, working with regulatory agencies and pollution
control vendors, and obtaining and reviewing permits and emissions data from other similar
facilities. The best-controlled facilities were located in the South Coast Air Quality Management District.
— For a Kentucky coal-fired power plant, identified the lowest NOx levels that had been
permitted and demonstrated in practice to establish BACT. Reviewed operating experience of
European, Japanese, and U.S. facilities and evaluated continuous emission monitoring data.
The lowest NOx levels had been permitted and achieved in Denmark and in the U.S. in Texas
and New York.
— In support of efforts to lower the CO BACT level for power plant emissions, evaluated the
contribution of CO emissions to tropospheric ozone formation and co-authored report on
same.
— Critically reviewed and prepared technical comments on applications for certification
(“AFCs”) for numerous natural-gas fired, solar, biomass, and geothermal power plants in
California permitted by the California Energy Commission. The comments addressed
construction and operational emissions inventories and dispersion modeling, BACT
determinations for combustion turbine generators, fluidized bed combustors, diesel emergency
generators, etc.
— Critically reviewed and prepared technical comments on draft PSD permits for several natural
gas-fired power plants in California, Indiana, and Oregon. The comments addressed emission
inventories, greenhouse gas emissions, BACT, case-by-case MACT, compliance monitoring,
cost-effectiveness analyses, and enforceability of permit limits.
— For a California refinery, evaluated technology to control NOx and CO emissions from
CO Boilers to establish RACT/BARCT to comply with BAAQMD Rule 9-10. This required a
review of BACT/RACT/LAER clearinghouses, working with regulatory agencies across the
U.S., and reviewing federal and state regulations and State Implementation Plans (“SIPs”). The
lowest levels were required in a South Coast Air Quality Management District rule and in the
Texas SIP.
— In support of several federal lawsuits filed under the federal Clean Air Act, prepared costeffectiveness analyses for SCR and oxidation catalysts for simple cycle gas turbines and
evaluated opacity data.
— Provided litigation support for a CEQA lawsuit addressing the adequacy of pollution control
equipment at a biomass cogeneration plant.
— Prepared comments and provided litigation support on several proposed regulations including
the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District Rule 1406 (fugitive dust emission
reduction credits for road paving); South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 1316,
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District Rule 2201, Antelope Valley Air Quality
Management District Regulation XIII, and Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District
Regulation XIII (implementation of December 2002 amendments to the federal Clean Air Act).
— Critically reviewed draft permits for several ethanol plants in California, Indiana, Ohio, and
Illinois and prepared technical comments.
3
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— Reviewed state-wide average emissions, state-of-the-art control devices, and emissions
standards for construction equipment and developed recommendations for mitigation
measures for numerous large construction projects.
— Researched sustainable building concepts and alternative energy and determined their
feasibility for residential and commercial developments, e.g., regional shopping malls and
hospitals.
— Provided comprehensive environmental and regulatory services for an industrial laundry
chain. Facilitated permit process with the South Coast Air Quality Management District.
Developed test protocol for VOC emissions, conducted field tests, and used mass balance
methods to estimate emissions. Reduced disposal costs for solvent-containing waste streams
by identifying alternative disposal options. Performed health risk screening for air toxics
emissions. Provided permitting support. Renegotiated sewer surcharges with wastewater
treatment plant. Identified new customers for shop-towel recycling services.
— Designed computer model to predict performance of biological air pollution control (biofilters)
as part of a collaborative technology assessment project, co-funded by several major chemical
manufacturers.
— Experience using a wide range of environmental software, including air dispersion models, air
emission modeling software, database programs, and geographic information systems.

Water Quality and Pollution Control
Experience in water quality and pollution control, including surface water and ground water
quality and supply studies, evaluating water and wastewater treatment technologies, and
identifying, evaluating and implementing pollution controls. Some typical projects include:
— Evaluated impacts of on-shore oil drilling activities on large-scale coastal erosion in Nigeria.
— For a 500-MW combined-cycle power plant, prepared a study to evaluate the impact of
proposed groundwater pumping on local water quality and supply, including a nearby stream,
springs, and a spring-fed waterfall. The study was docketed with the California Energy
Commission.
— For a 500-MW combined-cycle power plant, identified and evaluated methods to reduce water
use and water quality impacts. These included the use of zero-liquid-discharge systems and
alternative cooling technologies, including dry and parallel wet-dry cooling. Prepared cost
analyses and evaluated impact of options on water resources. This work led to a settlement in
which parallel wet dry cooling and a crystallizer were selected, replacing 100 percent
groundwater pumping and wastewater disposal to evaporation ponds.
— For a homeowner’s association, reviewed a California Coastal Commission staff report on the
replacement of 12,000 linear feet of wooden bulkhead with PVC sheet pile armor. Researched
and evaluated impact of proposed project on lagoon water quality, including sediment
resuspension, potential leaching of additives and sealants, and long-term stability.
Summarized results in technical report.

4
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Applied Ecology, Industrial Ecology and Risk Assessment
Experience in applied ecology, industrial ecology and risk assessment, including human and
ecological risk assessments, life cycle assessment, evaluation and licensing of new chemicals, and
fate and transport studies of contaminants. Experienced in botanical, phytoplankton, and intertidal
species identification and water chemistry analyses. Some typical projects include:
— Conducted technical, ecological, and economic assessments of product lines from agricultural
fiber crops for European equipment manufacturer; co-authored proprietary client reports.
— Developed life cycle assessment methodology for industrial products, including agricultural
fiber crops and mineral fibers; analyzed technical feasibility and markets for thermal insulation
materials from natural plant fibers and conducted comparative life cycle assessments.
— For the California Coastal Conservancy, San Francisco Estuary Institute, Invasive Spartina
Project, evaluated the potential use of a new aquatic pesticide for eradication of non-native,
invasive cordgrass (Spartina spp.) species in the San Francisco Estuary with respect to water
quality, biological resources, and human health and safety. Assisted staff in preparing an
amendment to the Final EIR.
— Evaluated likelihood that organochlorine pesticide concentrations detected at a U.S. naval air
station are residuals from past applications of these pesticides consistent with manufacturers’
recommendations. Retained as expert witness in federal court case.
— Prepared human health risk assessments of air pollutant emissions from several industrial and
commercial establishments, including power plants, refineries, and commercial laundries.
B11-27
— Managed and conducted laboratory studies to license pesticides. This work included the
evaluation of the adequacy and identification of deficiencies in existing physical/chemical and
health effects data sets, initiating and supervising studies to fill data gaps, conducting
environmental fate and transport studies, and QA/QC compliance at subcontractor
laboratories. Prepared licensing applications and coordinated the registration process with
German environmental protection agencies. This work led to regulatory approval of several
pesticide applications in less than six months.
— Designed and implemented database on physical/chemical properties, environmental fate,
and health impacts of pesticides for a major multi-national pesticide manufacturer.
— Designed and managed experimental toxicological study on potential interference of delta9-tetrahydrocannabinol in food products with U.S. employee drug testing; co-authored peerreviewed publication.
— Critically reviewed and prepared technical comments on applications for certification for
several natural-gas fired, solar, and geothermal power plants and transmission lines in
California permitted by the California Energy Commission. The comments addressed avian
collisions and electrocution, construction and operational noise impacts on wildlife, risks from
brine ponds, and impacts on endangered species.
— For a 180-MW geothermal power plant, evaluated the impacts of plant construction and
operation on the fragile desert ecosystem in the Salton Sea area. This work included baseline
noise monitoring and assessing the impact of noise, brine handling and disposal, and air
emissions on local biota, public health, and welfare.

5
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— Designed research protocols for a coastal ecological inventory in Southern California;
developed sampling methodologies, coordinated field sampling, determined species
abundance and distribution in intertidal zone, and conducted statistical data analyses.
— Designed and conducted limnological study on effects of physical/chemical parameters on
phytoplankton succession; performed water chemistry analyses and identified phytoplankton
species; co-authored two journal articles on results.

PRO BONO ACTIVITIES
Founding member of “SecondAid,” a non-profit organization providing tsunami relief for the
recovery of small family businesses in Sri Lanka. (www.secondaid.org.)

PUBLICATIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS
Available upon request.
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440 Nova Albion Way, Suite 2
San Rafael, CA 94903
(415) 492‐2131 voice
(815) 572‐8600 fax

November 23, 2014
Via Email
Laura Horton
Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo
601 Gateway Boulevard, Suite 1000
South San Francisco, CA 94080-7037
lhorton@adamsbroadwell.com
Re: Review of the Phillips 66 Company Rail Spur Extension and Crude Unloading Project
Revised Public Draft Environmental Impact Report and Vertical Coastal Access Project
Assessment
Dear Ms. Horton,
Per your request, I have reviewed the Revised Draft Environmental Impact
Report (“Revised Draft EIR”) for the Phillips 66 Company Rail Spur Extension and
Crude Unloading Project (“Rail Spur Project” or “Project”) issued by San Luis Obispo
County (“County”) for review under the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA”) in October 2014.1 The County previously issued a Draft Environmental
Impact Report for the Project in November 20132 (“hereafter Initial Draft EIR”), which
I reviewed in my January 27, 2014 comment letter to your firm.3 The County received
a large number of comments on the Draft EIR from the general public, governmental
agencies, and organizations and schools, as well as from the Phillips 66 Company

San Luis Obispo County, Phillips 66 Company Rail Spur Extension and Crude Unloading Project
Revised Public Draft Environmental Impact Report and Vertical Coastal Access Project Assessment,
October 2014, SCH # 2013071028;
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Santa+Maria+Refinery+Rail+Project/Phillips+66+Company+
Rail+Spur+Extension+Project+(Oct+2014)/Phillips+SMR+Rail+Project+Public+Draft+EIR.pdf.
1

San Luis Obispo County, Phillips 66 Company Rail Spur Extension Project Public Draft Environmental
Impact Report and Vertical Coastal Access Project Assessment, November 2013, SCH # 2013071028;
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/planning/environmental/EnvironmentalNotices/railproject.htm#.

2

Petra Pless, Pless Environmental, Inc., Letter to Elizabeth Klebaner, Adams, Broadwell, Joseph and
Cardozo, Re: Review of the Phillips 66 Company Rail Spur Extension Project Public Draft Environmental
Impact Report and Vertical Coastal Access Project Assessment, January 27, 2014; Exhibit 1 and
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Santa+Maria+Refinery+Rail+Project/Comments+on+the+Dr
aft+EIR/Organizations+and+Schools/Adams+Broadwell.pdf (see Attachment 4).
3

B11-28

Horton, Re: Phillips 66 Rail Spur Extension Revised Draft EIR
November 23, 2014
Page 2

Comment Letter B11

(“Phillips 66” or “Applicant”).4 After reviewing these comments, the County decided to
recirculate a revised Draft EIR for public comment:
The decision to recirculate the EIR was primary based upon the need to expand
the discussion of mainline UPRR [Union Pacific Rail Road] impacts beyond the
borders of San Luis Obispo County. Due to extensive revisions in various parts
of the document, this revised Draft EIR does not contain specific written
responses to the comments received on the initial Draft EIR. All comments on the
previous DEIR were reviewed and the revised Draft EIR was modified to address
comments that were applicable to the revised document (refer to CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15088.5(f)(1))... The various stakeholders will have to submit
new comments on the revised Draft EIR for them to be considered in the
Final EIR.5

This statement is misrepresentative as to the extent of changes as the Project
analyzed in the Revised Draft EIR is substantively different than that analyzed in the
Initial Draft EIR. (See Comment II.) Also, I note that the Public Notice of Availability for
the Revised Draft EIR does not mention that comments on the Initial Draft EIR will not
be considered6, which may mislead prior commenters, especially members of the
general public, as to the County’s intent. Further, the Revised Draft EIR relies on prior
analyses without providing a copy of these analyses. Specifically, the Revised Draft EIR
provides copies of spreadsheets updating the results of the Initial Draft EIR’s health risk
assessment to include an age distribution factor as recommended by the Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (“OEHHA”) but does not include the
AERMOD modeling files supporting the health risk assessment which were previously
provided in Appendix B to the Initial Draft EIR.7 If the County indeed intends to
disregard prior comments it must provide all documentation it relied upon for the
Revised Draft EIR for public review.
My comments below focus on the adequacy of the Revised Draft EIR’s project
description and Project impacts with respect to air quality and greenhouse gas (“GHG”)
emissions (Section 4.3). My comments incorporate by reference upon some of Dr.

San Luis Obispo County, Santa Maria Refinery Rail Project, Comments on the Draft EIR;
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/planning/environmental/EnvironmentalNotices/railproject.htm#.

4

5

Revised Draft EIR, p. 1-12.

San Luis Obispo County, Public Notice, Notice of Availability of Recirculated Draft Environmental
Impact Report;
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Santa+Maria+Refinery+Rail+Project/Phillips+66+Company+
Rail+Spur+Extension+Project+(Oct+2014)/Philips+66+Notice+of+Availability+-+NOA.pdf.
6

7

Initial Draft EIR, Appx. B, pp. B-234 through B-786.
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Phyllis Fox’s comments on the Initial Draft EIR8 and forthcoming comments on the
Revised Draft EIR as well as her comments on the Draft EIR for the Phillips 66 Propane
Recovery Project9 and her forthcoming comments on the Recirculated Draft EIR for the
Propane Recovery Project.10 I respectfully request that the County address all issues I
refer to in my comments.
My qualifications as an environmental expert include a doctorate in
Environmental Science and Engineering from the University of California Los Angeles.
I have over 20 years of experience in the environmental field including air quality and
air pollution control; air quality management; greenhouse gas emission inventory and
control; environmental permitting; litigation support; review under CEQA, National
Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) and state and federal Clean Air Acts. I have
provided expert comments in the permitting/licensing proceedings of a number of
refineries and associated facilities under the federal and state Clean Air Acts and in the
environmental review process under CEQA. My work has been cited in a published
CEQA opinion.11 My résumé is attached to this letter.
I.

Project Description

The Project consists of a proposal by Phillips 66 to modify the existing rail spur at
its Santa Maria Refinery (“SMR”) in unincorporated San Luis Obispo County to allow
for delivery of crude oil to the facility by rail. The Rail Spur Project would include an
extension of an existing rail spur, a railcar crude oil unloading facility, and associated
above-ground pipelines.12 Modification of the existing rail spur would entail
constructing five parallel tracks that would support unloading trains delivering crude

Phyllis Fox, Comments on Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rail Spur Extension Project,
Santa Maria, California, prepared for Sierra Club, San Francisco, CA, January 27, 2014;
(http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Santa+Maria+Refinery+Rail+Project/Comments+on+the+Dr
aft+EIR/Organizations+and+Schools/Communities+For+A+Better+Environment$!23+Comments+Only.pdf. (Exhibit 2).
8

Phyllis Fox, Comments on Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Propane Recovery Project,
Rodeo, California, prepared for Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP on behalf of Rodeo Citizens
Association, November 15, 2013. (Exhibit 3, letter only; exhibits available at http://cacontracostacounty2.civicplus.com/DocumentCenter/Index/2713).
9

Dr. Fox’s comment letter on the Phillips 66 Propane Recovery Project will be made available at the
Contra Costa County’s website at http://ca-contracostacounty2.civicplus.com/4729/Phillips-66Propane-Recovery-Project.
10

California Unions for Reliable Energy et al. v. Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District et al.,
178 Cal.App.4th 1225 (Cal. App. 2009); https://casetext.com/case/ca-unions-v-mojave-desert-airquality#.U90XtGMVCAI.
11

12

Revised Draft EIR, p. ES-3.
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oil, relocation of the two existing coke rail loading tracks, replacement of the rails on the
two existing coke loading rail tracks, and associated facilities. Two of the new tracks
would surround an unloading rack and then would come together to form a common
track that extends to the east of the loading area to allow for the entire train to be
parked off of the mainline track and unloaded.13 Three additional tracks would extend
the full length of the rail spur and run parallel to the unloading area to allow for up to
two full trains to temporarily be on the SMR site at one time in case a second train
arrives while the first is still being unloaded.14
Trains, both unit and manifest15, would deliver crude oil to the Santa Maria
Refinery for processing. According to the Revised Draft EIR, the facility would receive
up to five unit trains per week (or a combined total of five unit and manifest trains), with an
annual maximum of 250 trains. In a unit train configuration, trains would consist of three
locomotives, two buffer cars, and 80 railcars, each carrying between 26,076 and
28,105 gallons (“gal”). The unloaded crude oil would be transferred from the new
unloading facility to existing crude oil storage tanks at the SMR via a new on-site
above-ground pipeline.16 The Revised Draft EIR states that the tank cars would be limited
to this range of volume (as opposed to the rail car capacity of approximately 31,808 gallons)
due to the estimated weight of the crude oil that would be delivered to the SMR. Thus, each
unit train would deliver a total volume of crude oil of between 49,670 and 53,532 barrels
(“bbls”).17 With 250 80-car unit trains (20,000 rail cars) annually, the SMR unloading facility
could receive up to 12.4 million to 13.4 million barrels of crude oil by rail per year.18
The SMR is designed to process heavy, high-sulfur crude oil. Semi-refined liquid
products from the SMR (naphtha and gas oils) are sent via a 200-mile pipeline to the
Phillips 66 refinery in Rodeo in the San Francisco Bay Area (“Rodeo Refinery”) for
upgrading into finished petroleum products (gasoline and other transportation fuels);
together these two refineries comprise the Phillips 66 San Francisco Refinery.19

13

Revised Draft EIR, p. 1-4.

14

Revised Draft EIR, p. 2-10.

15 According to the Revised Draft EIR, p. 1-1, unit trains consist of approximately 80 tank cars and
associated locomotives and other supporting cars that stay together as one assembly fully dedicated to
delivery of crude oil to the SMR. Manifest trains may have a variety of car types and cargos, other than
crude oil, that are not fully dedicated as are unit trains. Manifest trains may deliver one or more cars to
the refinery and then continue to other destinations to deliver other cargo.
16

Revised Draft EIR, p. ES-5.

17

Ibid.

(250 trains/year) × (80 rail cars/train) × (26,067 gal/rail car) / (42 gal/bbl) = 12,412,857 bbls/year;
(250 trains/year) × (80 rail cars/train) × (28,105 gal/rail car) / (42 gal/bbl) = 13,383,333 bbls/year.
18

19

Revised Draft EIR, p. 2-1.

B11-28

Horton, Re: Phillips 66 Rail Spur Extension Revised Draft EIR
November 23, 2014
Page 5

II.

Comment Letter B11

Changes in the Project Description

The Revised Draft EIR does not provide a summary of the changes to the project
description, which differs markedly from that provided in the Initial Draft EIR and the
Initial Study.20 Some project updates which affect the analyses of impacts with respect to
air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, health risks, and risks and hazards are
summarized here:



The Initial Draft EIR stated that the feedstock delivered via rail would be
sourced from oilfields throughout North America based on market economics
and other factors with the most likely sources the Bakken field in North
Dakota or Canada.21 In contrast, the Revised Draft EIR allows for delivery of
North American heavy sour crudes, including Canadian tar sands22 but
claims that the refinery feedstock definition excludes Bakken crude oil and
that no Bakken crude oil would be delivered to the SMR as part of the
project.23



The Revised Draft EIR specifies that the unloading facility would be
equipped with a heating system that would convey steam ― about
30,000 pounds per hour (“lbs/hour”) ― to heat the rail cars during cold
weather prior to unloading if the crude oil had cooled to a temperature below
the required pour point. Phillips 66 would construct new infrastructure to
utilize steam already produced at the SMR. The system would divert steam
from the facility’s existing steam production system and would include two
above-ground steam lines (total of 6,300 feet), a condensate collection tank, a
2,300-foot condensate pipeline, and a condensate pump. Phillips 66 would
need to purchase an offsetting amount of electricity when steam is diverted to
heat the rail cars.24 The Initial Draft EIR identified neither this new
infrastructure nor the need for heating rail cars.25



The Revised Draft EIR eliminated the option of using articulated unloading
arms as an alternative to flexible hoses at the unloading facility.26

20

See Initial Draft EIR, Appx. I.

21

Initial Draft EIR, p. ES-3.

22

Revised Draft EIR, pp. 2-33, 4.3-35, and 4.12-27.

23

Revised Draft EIR, pp. ES-5, 1-4.

24

Revised Draft EIR, pp. 2-14 through 2-17.

25

See Initial Draft EIR, Section 2.3.4.

26

Compare: Revised Draft EIR, Figure 2-5 and p. 2-14, and Initial Draft EIR, Figure 2-6 and p. 2-14.
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The Revised Draft EIR eliminated one of the two air eliminator vessels and
two associated carbon beds by routing the collected vapors from the two
crude oil unloading racks to a common air eliminator with two associated
carbon beds.27

The Project Is Improperly Piecemealed

The Revised Draft EIR narrowly analyzes the environmental impacts associated
with the modification of an existing rail spur at the SMR to allow for import and
unloading of crude oil by rail. This narrow analysis ignores that the Project is part of a
much larger endeavor by Phillips 66 which aims to implement a San Francisco Refinerywide crude oil switch to refining so-called “advantaged” crude oils, i.e., mostly
mid-continent sources of crude oil that are stranded without pipeline access and, as a
result, are cost-advantaged. The Rail Spur Project would allow for delivery of large
amounts of such advantaged crudes to the SMR supplementing for the well-known
decline in California’s crude oil production and is thus inextricably linked to the
Throughput Increase Project at the SMR, for which the Final Environmental Impact
Report was recently approved.28 The ten percent increase in crude oil throughput at the
SMR permitted under the Throughput Increase Project could not be realized but for the
Rail Spur Project, as discussed in more detail below. Thus, these two projects should
have undergone collective rather than individual CEQA review.
The change of the crude slate at the SMR to cost-advantaged crude oils would
also affect operations and emissions at the other end of the San Francisco Refinery in
Rodeo, which receives semi-refined products from the SMR for final processing, as
discussed below. The Rodeo Refinery is currently undergoing CEQA review
(recirculated Draft EIR revising the 2013 Final EIR for the project) for the so-called
Propane Recovery Project, which would permit an increase in propane and butane
recovery to export for sale. 29 This planned increased recovery of propane and butane is,
at least in part, necessary to account for the increased production anticipated with the
SMR Throughput Project and facilitated by the Rail Spur Project. (See below.)
Santa Maria Refinery Throughput Increase Project
Despite receiving several comments on the Initial Draft EIR with respect to the
piecemeal approach to CEQA review of these projects, the County in the Revised

27

Ibid.

28

See Revised Draft EIR, ES-23.

Contra Costa County, Phillips 66 Propane Recovery Project; http://cacontracostacounty2.civicplus.com/4729/Phillips-66-Propane-Recovery-Project.
29
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Draft EIR denies that a nexus exists. For the nexus between the SMR Throughput
Increase Project and the Rail Spur Project, the Revised Draft EIR provides the
following argument:
The Rail Spur Project would not affect the amount (throughput volume) of
material processed at the refinery. Throughput levels at the refinery are capped
by the County of San Luis Obispo and by the SLOCAPCD. The ability of the
SMR to operate at the maximum approved throughput level is based on the
existing infrastructure and is not dependent on, or related to, the Rail Spur
Project. However, if and when local crude oil production (the current major
source of oil for the SMR) declines, the Rail Spur Project, if approved, would
allow the SMR to maintain operating up to its permitted throughput levels.
The land use application for the SMR Throughput Project was submitted in 2008
and the Final EIR for the Throughput Project was certified by the County Board
of Supervisors in March of 2013, which was approximately two months before
the application for the Rail Spur Project was submitted to the County. Therefore,
evaluation of these projects separately would not be considered “piece-mealing”
under CEQA.30

I disagree with the County’s conclusion regarding piecemealing and find that the Rail
Spur Project and the SMR Throughput Increase Project are interdependent.
First, Phillips 66 commissioned specific studies in preparation of the CEQA
review process for the Rail Spur Project well before the Throughput Project EIR was
certified in March of 2013:


ARCADIS U.S., Inc. conducted fall and winter surveys of the project area for
sensitive botanical species on October 9 and November 13, 2012 and took
photographs of the site on October 10, 2012;31



ARCADIS U.S., Inc. conducted a wildlife and habitat assessment on October 9
and November 13, 2012;32



SPEC Services, Inc. prepared piping and instrument diagrams for review on
November 26, 2012 and issued them for review on February 20, 2013;33 and

30

Revised Draft EIR, p. ES-23.

31

See Initial Draft EIR, Appx. C.1, and Revised Draft EIR, Appx. C.1.

32

See Initial Draft EIR, Appx. C.2, and Revised Draft EIR, Appx. C.2.

33

See Initial Draft EIR, Appx. E, pp. E-2 and E-3, and Revised Draft EIR, Appx. E, pp. E-2 and E-3.
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SPEC Services, Inc. issued architectural plans and elevation drawings for
review on February 20, 2013.34

Second, as acknowledged by the Revised Draft EIR, crude oil production in
California has been in substantial decline for decades,35 almost 50 percent (48.9%) since
198536 with an accelerated annual decline of over three percent since 2000;37 crude oil
production in Santa Barbara County, both onshore and off-shore, has declined to
30,000 bbls/day.38 The EIR for the SMR Throughput Increase Project did not discuss this
well-known decline in local crude oil supply and claimed not to know “where the
additional crude oil would come from that would allow the Refinery to operate at a
higher throughput level.”39 However, the Initial Draft EIR for the Rail Spur Project
explicitly acknowledged that California’s declining crude oil production generated the
need for the Rail Spur Project to support the SMR’s continued operation:
This declining production with the lack of ability of the refinery to source
competitively priced crude oil from outside the local area generates the need for
the Rail Spur Project.40

The Revised Draft EIR removed this statement from its discussion of the decline in
California crude oil production (presumably in response to prior piecemealing
comments in an effort to disassociate the Rail Spur Project from the Throughput
Project41 and only vaguely acknowledges that “[i]n the long-term, the need for the SMR
rail project could be driven by declines in local production of crude oil that can be
delivered by pipeline.”42

See Initial Draft EIR, Appx. A, pp. A-5 through A-7, and Revised Draft EIR, Appx. A.1, pp. A.1-6
through A.1-8.

34

35

Revised Draft EIR, p. 236.

36 Stillwater Associates LLC, RRT Quarterly Meeting, California Petroleum & Background, Signal
Hill, CA, prepared for the California Energy Commission, August 13, 2014;
http://www.rrt9.org/go/doc/2763/2228946/.

California Energy Commission, Transportation Energy Forecasts and Analyses for the 2011 Integrated
Energy Policy Report, CEC‐600‐2011-007-SD, August 2011, p. 14;
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2011publications/CEC-600-2011-007/CEC-600-2011-007-SD.pdf.
37

38

Revised Draft EIR, p. 2-36.

39

Final EIR for SMR Throughput Project, p. 2-26.

40

Initial Draft EIR, p. 2-30.

41

See Revised Draft EIR, p. 2-36.

42

See Revised Draft EIR, p. 2-36.
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Given the long-standing knowledge of the rapidly declining crude oil supply
from California43, particularly from the off-shore sources in the Outer Continental Shelf
which currently supplies 60 to 85 percent of the SMR’s crude oil throughput ― long
before the Applicant submitted an application for the SMR Throughput Increase Project
― and the limitations on truck import to the Santa Maria Pump Station, it is not
believable that the Applicant would have sought a ten percent throughput permit
increase for the SMR without simultaneously contemplating additional ways to deliver
the increase in crude oil to the facility. There would be no reason to apply for an
increase in the face of declining local production without a plan to supply the increase
and offset known anticipated declines.
Third, information provided by Phillips 66 and its predecessor-in-interest
ConocoPhillips44 regarding its plans for continued operations of its California refineries
in the rapidly changing crude oils market makes clear that import of cost-advantaged
crudes, including tar sands, via rail was planned well before the SMR Throughput
Increase EIR was certified. For example, John E. Lowe, Executive Vice President for
Exploration and Production at ConocoPhillips (Phillips 66’s), projected in 2008 ― the
same year the land use application for the SMR Throughput Project was submitted ―
that Canadian tar sands would become an important replacement for the by then wellknown decline in California crude oil production:
The Canadian oil sands are projected to become an increasingly important source of oil
for the United States, particularly considering recent declines in heavy oil production in
Mexico, Venezuela and California. The Canadian oil sands are projected to
approach 20 percent of U.S. oil supplies by 2020.
ConocoPhillips has a leading land position in the Canadian Athabasca oil sands
and is actively investing to produce this oil, and then transport it to the United
States for processing at our refineries. We have access to over 15 billion barrels of
net potential oil resources, and plans are in place to increase our net production
to about 400,000 barrels per day over the next decade. In 2008 alone, we are
spending $900 million in development capital on the Canadian oil sands.45

See, for example, California Energy Commission, California Crude Oil Production and Imports,
CEC-600-2006-006, April 2006, Figure 2, p. 4; http://www.energy.ca.gov/2006publications/CEC-6002006-006/CEC-600-2006-006.PDF; and California Energy Commission, Transportation Energy Forecasts
and Analyses for the 2009 Integrated Energy Policy Report, CEC-600-2010-002-SF, May 2010, p. 6;
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2010publications/CEC-600-2010-002/CEC-600-2010-002-SF.PDF.
43

Phillips 66 debuted as an independent energy company when ConocoPhillips spun off its downstream
assets and midstream assets in 2012. See http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Phillips_66.
44

Testimony of John E. Lowe, Executive Vice President, Exploration and Production, ConocoPhillips,
Before the Select Committee on Energy Independence and Global Warming, U.S. House of
Representatives on Tuesday, April 1, 2008, p. 15, emphasis added, internal citations omitted;

45
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ConocoPhillips at the time owned only two refineries in California: the San Francisco
Refinery and the Los Angeles Refinery, which is comprised of the Carson and
Wilmington facilities.46
In August 2012, Greg Garland, Phillips 66 Chairman and CEO, discussed the
company’s plans to address the decline in crude oil production in California:
But clearly with the California crude decline with the demand decline in
California [sic] and the high operating cost that we see in California, a really
challenged environment. And so we are working to put advantaged crudes to the front
of those refineries. We are looking at our cost structure and how we can improve
our cost structure to improve those assets.47

In December 2012, Greg Garland, CEO of Phillips 66, explained:
California is a challenging operating environment from a regulatory standpoint,
we do not see that changing over the midterm. And so our opportunity to improve
performance in California is really around getting advantage crudes to the front end of
the California refineries, it’s rail, it’s ship, it’s working on optimization of the cost
structure and the export capabilities of those refineries. And we’ll improve them
to the extent that we can.48

Clearly, plans for importing crude oil by rail to the company’s two California
refineries have been in the works for a long time and it is simply not believable that the
company was unaware of its need for a rail unloading facility to deliver these
advantaged crude oils for processing to the SMR.
Fourth, information contained in the Revised Draft EIR makes clear that the
throughput increase at the Santa Maria Refinery could not be realized but for the crude

http://www.phillips66.com/EN/newsroom/other_resources/Documents/Markey_Testimony_written.
pdf.
Phillips 66, Refining, Western/Pacific; http://www.phillips66.com/EN/about/ourbusinesses/refining/Pages/western-pacific.aspx. Phillips 66 was created when ConocoPhillips spun off
its downstream assets; Wikipedia, ConocoPhillips; http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ConocoPhillips.
46

47 Thomson Reuters Streetevents, Edited Transcript, PSX - Q2 2012 Phillips 66 Earnings Conference Call,
Event Date/Time: August 01, 2012, emphasis added;
http://investor.phillips66.com/files/events/2012/Phillips%2066%20secondquarter%20earnings%202012.pdf.

Thomson Reuters Streetevents, Edited Transcript, PSX - Phillips 66 First Annual Analyst Meeting,
Event Date/Time: December 13, 2012;
http://investor.phillips66.com/files/events/2012/PSX_Investor_Transcript_12_13.pdf.
48
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oil that would be brought in via the new rail facility; in fact, it indicates that the refinery
would be unable to even continue operating at current throughput levels if the Rail
Spur Project were not implemented.
According to the Revised Draft EIR, the bulk of the crude oil currently processed
at the SMR (60 to 85 percent) is delivered via pipeline from offshore platforms in the
Outer Continental Shelf of Santa Barbara.49 The remainder comes from oil fields in
California, specifically, Price Canyon/Santa Maria Valley/San Joaquin Valley (5 to
20 percent), and San Ardo (5 to 10 percent). This pipeline system is currently the only
way that the SMR can receive crude oil.50 Crude oil can also be trucked to the Santa
Maria Pump Station (“SMPS”) and then placed into the dedicated pipeline that carries
crude oil to the SMR.51
The Revised Draft EIR discloses that the SMR has received Canadian crude oil
for about one year, specifically Kearl Lake dilbit52 tar sands crude, which made up two
to seven percent of the processed crude slate.53 This crude oil was delivered by rail to
the Paloma rail unloading terminal (“Paloma Terminal” or Paloma Station”) near
Bakersfield and then trucked to the Santa Maria Pump Station where it was transferred
into the dedicated pipeline to the SMR.54
The Revised Draft EIR claims that, absent a rail terminal at the SMR, crude oil
shipments via truck to the Santa Maria Pump Station could increase to 26,000 bbls/day,
the current limit for the facility in the permit to operate issued by the SLOCAPCD.55 The
Revised Draft EIR cites to a “number of locations within the State” where transfer from
rail to truck could also occur including the “new rail unloading facilities that have been
approved in the Bakersfield area, such as Alon and All American Pipeline Company …
as well as existing Paloma Terminal” and “a number of existing rail transfer facilities in
California such as the one in Bakersfield and one in the Bay Area that could be used to
transfer oil from rail to trucks for delivery to the SMPS.”56 This claim is not supported.

49

Revised Draft EIR, pp. 2-31, p. 2-35, and 4.3-50.

50

Revised Draft EIR, p. ES-14.

51

Final EIR for SMR Throughput Increase EIR, p. 2-24.

Dilbit is bitumen (derived from tar sands) mixed with a diluent so it can be transported by pipeline or
rail. The diluent is usually a lighter hydrocarbon such as natural gas liquids or naphtha. Dilbit is also
known as tar sands oil. See Revised Draft EIR, p. 4.13-27.
52

53

Revised Draft EIR, p. 5-3.

54

Revised Draft EIR, pp. 2-31, 2-33, and 5-3.

55

Revised Draft EIR, pp. 5-3.

56

Revised Draft EIR, p. 5-3.
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The Paloma Station, which is operated by Delta Trading, L.P., is a small
transloading facility, which handles a multitude of products including crude oil,
intermediates, emulsions, aviation gasoline, jet fuel, butane, NGL, caustic, specialty
chemicals, bio diesel and bio diesel feed stocks.57 Figure 1 shows an aerial view of
the facility.

B11-28

Figure 1: Aerial view of Paloma Station at 17751 Millux Road, Bakersfield, California
(from: Google Maps; http://tinyurl.com/nb6t7mo)

The Revised Draft EIR states that delivery of 19,200 barrels per day of crude
(seven days per week) would require 2.5 crude oil unit trains per week to be delivered
to a rail unloading terminal near Bakersfield.58 The Paloma Station has only two split
rail tracks, one with three spurs (oriented east-west) and one with two spurs (oriented

57

Delta Trading, L.P, Paloma Station; http://deltatradinglp.com/operations/paloma-station/.

58

Revised Draft EIR, p. 5-3.
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north-south) which can accommodate at most 10 rail cars each. Thus, the facility cannot
receive 80-car unit trains, which the Revised Draft EIR relied upon for its calculation of
2.5 trains per week. Instead, transfer of 26,000 bbl/day of crude oil at the Paloma
Station would require unloading between 9.4 and 14.1 20-car unit trains per week or
between 1.3 and 2.0 unit trains per day.59 Further, delivery of crude oil to the Santa
Maria Pump Station would require about 135 trucks deliveries per day.60 While the
facility has a total of 15 truck loading/unloading racks61 only three to five appear to be
dedicated racks for transloading from rail to trucks. Thus, given the configuration of the
Paloma Station and the fact that the facility transloads a multitude of other products
and presumably has long-standing contracts with other companies, it appears unlikely
that it could reliably transload 26,000 bbls/day onto trucks for delivery to the Santa
Maria Pump Station.
Further, the Revised Draft EIR does not mention that all three of the other rail
terminals it identifies as alternatives to the Paloma Station are currently being
challenged. The Alon USA Energy, Inc. (“Alon”) rail unloading terminal (“Alon
Terminal”) for which Kern County certified a Final EIR on October 9, 2014, has been
challenged before the Superior Court of California, County of Kern.62 Further, on
November 19, 2014 a number of organizations provided extensive comments
challenging the proposed authority to construct issued by the San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control District (“SJVAPCD”) for the Alon Terminal.63 The rail crude
off-loading facility permitted to Bakersfield Crude Terminal, LLC, a subsidiary of Plains
All American Pipeline Company, L.P.64 (“Plains All American”) and associated pipeline
expansion project, for which Kern County conducted CEQA review, has not yet been
issued an authority construct (“ATC”) by the SJVAPCD. The SJVAPCD received

59 (26,000 bbl/day)/((26,076+28105)/2) gal/rail car)(20 or 30 rail cars)/(42 gal/bbl)(7 days/week) = 9.4 to
14.1 trains per week; (26,000 bbl/day)/((26,076+28105)/2) gal/rail car)(20 or 30 rail cars)/(42 gal/bbl) =
1.3 to 2.0 trains per day.

(100 truck trips/day)/(19,200 bbls/day)(26,000 bbls/day) = 135 truck trips/day. Based on Revised
Draft EIR, p. 5-3: 100 truck trips per day for delivery of 19,200 bbls/day.

60

61

Delta Trading, L.P, Paloma Station; http://deltatradinglp.com/operations/paloma-station/.

62 In the Superior Court of the State of California in and for the County of Kern, Association of Irritated
Residents, Center for Biological Diversity and Sierra Club vs. Kern County Board of Supervisors and
Kern County Planning and Community Development Department. (Exhibit 4.)
63 Letter from Elizabeth Forsyth, Earthjustice, Tom Frantz, Association of Irritated Residents, Kassie
Siegel, Climate Law Institute, Center for Biological Diversity, Devora Ancel, Sierra Club, Beyond Oil
Campaign, and Gordon Nipp, Sierra Club, Kern-Kaweah Chapter, to Arnaud Marjolett, SJVAPCD,
November 19, 2014. (Exhibit 5.)

U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission, Subsidiaries of Plains All American Pipeline, L.P. (as of
December 31, 2012); http://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1070423/000110465913015163/a1227689_1ex21d1.htm.
64
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extensive comments on the proposed permit from a number of environmental
organizations requesting additional CEQA review by the SJVAPCD.65 The only Bay
Area facility currently permitted to transload crude received by rail is the Kinder
Morgan rail terminal in Richmond (“Richmond Terminal”), which was issued a revised
permit to operate on February 2014 by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(“BAAQMD”) without any CEQA review. The permit allows for transloading of crude
oil instead of, or in addition to, the previously permitted import of ethanol for a
combined total of 240 million gallons per year66 (5.7 million bbl/year67). Several
environmental organization filed an appeal to the Superior Court of California,
San Francisco County, on November 11, 2014 to overturn a lower court’s decision to
dismiss the organizations’ challenge of BAAQMD’s revised permit to operate for the
Richmond Terminal because the BAAQMD did not conduct any CEQA review for a
non-ministerial permit decision, i.e., adding crude oil to the products permitted for
transloading at the facility.68
Further, the Alon Terminal would transfer crude oil that would not be processed
by the adjacent Alon Bakersfield Refinery only via pipeline to other refineries.69,70 Like
B11-28

Letter from Elizabeth Forsyth and Diane Bailey, Natural Resources Defense Council, Denny Larson,
Global Community Monitor, Bradley Angel, Greenaction for Health and Environmental Justice, Devorah
Ancel, Sierra Club, Beyond Oil Campaign, Ethan Buckner, ForestEthics, Yana Garcia, Communities for a
Better Environment, Ara Marderosian, Sequoia ForestKeeper, Gordon Nipp, Sierra Club, Kern-Kaweah
Chapter, to Arnaud Marjollet, San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District, Re: Comments
on Notice of Preliminary Decision for the Proposed Issuance of an Authority to Construct, May 30, 2014.
(Exhibit 6.)
65

BAAQMD, Engineering Evaluation, 2nd Addendum, Kinder Morgan Materials Service, LLC, Plant No.
19255, Application No. 25180, Permit Condition 24160.1 (“The owner shall ensure that the combined total
amount of denatured ethanol and crude oil loaded at source S-1 does not exceed 240,000,000 gallons
during any consecutive twelve-month period.”)

66

67

(240,000,000 gal/year)/(42 gal/bbl) = 5,714,285.7 bbl/year.

Communities for a Better Environment et al. vs. Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Case
No. CPF-14-513557. (Exhibit 7.)

68

Kern County, Alon Bakersfield Refinery Crude Flexibility Project, Paramount Petroleum Corporation
(PP13268), Draft Environmental Impact Report, SCH# 2013091062, May 2014, pp. 1-2 and 3-5 (“In order to
accomplish the project objectives, new facilities must be installed to enable crude delivery via unit train
and transfer of crude into the refinery for processing and into the existing pipeline network for transfer to
other refineries.”), pp. 1-33 and 6-5 (“Crude oil in excess of the refinery annual capacity of
25,550,000 barrels per year would be exported to other refineries via pipeline…”), p. 3-6 (“Improve the
Refinery’s ability to receive crude by rail by installing equipment and facilities to enable crude delivery
via unit train and transfer of crude into the Refinery for processing and into storage tanks and the
existing pipeline network for transfer to other refineries.”);
http://www.co.kern.ca.us/planning/pdfs/eirs/alon_flexibility_project/Alon_DEIR_Vol1.pdf.
69

Kern County, Alon Bakersfield Refinery Crude Flexibility Project, Paramount Petroleum Corporation
(PP13268), Final Environmental Impact Report, Chapter 7, Response to Comments, p. 7-170 (“The balance
70
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the Alon Terminal, the Bakersfield Terminal would transfer crude oil delivered via
trains into the existing pipeline network.71 Neither facility would transload from rail to
trucks. Thus, these facilities cannot be relied upon for crude oil deliveries to the Santa
Maria Pump Station.
Clearly, the Rail Spur Project is not only required to maintain current production
levels to offset the declining local production and supply of crude oil but is essential to
further increase the throughput at the SMR to the permit level sought under the SMR
Throughput Increase Project. Thus, the SMR Throughput Increase Project and the Rail
Spur Project are directly related and should have been analyzed as one project under
CEQA. Because the crude switch that would be facilitated by the Rail Spur Project and
the increase in production at the SMR permitted under the Throughput Increase Project
were not analyzed as one project, impacts were substantially underestimated and not
adequately mitigated.
I note that the CEQA analysis for Throughput Project relied on an improper
baseline – specifically, it relied on the maximum permitted throughput as the baseline
instead of the actual throughput of crude oil at the refinery at the time the notice of
publication (“NOP”) was issued72 – thereby substantially underestimating emissions
associated with the ten percent increase crude oil processing over the existing
conditions. This approach has been explicitly rejected by the courts.73

would be exported to third party refineries via pipeline at a rate of up to 150,000 barrels per day.”);
http://www.co.kern.ca.us/planning/pdfs/eirs/alon_flexibility_project/Alon_FEIR_Ch7_RTC.pdf.
Tony Bizjak and Curtis Tate, The Sacramento Bee, Kern County Mounts Defense of Oil Train
Shipments, August 24, 2014. (“The Plains terminal in outer Kern County would offload trainloads of oil
from Canada, North Dakota and other Western states and transfer it to the pipeline network.”);
http://www.sacbee.com/news/business/article2607600.html.
71

SMR Throughput Increase Project, Final EIR, p. 4.1-38. (“The increase beyond the baseline listed in
Table 4.1-14 is the increase over the emissions from the Refinery operating at the current permitted level
of 44,500 bpd (see Section 2.0, Project Description). The current permit emissions levels would be greater
than 2009 levels since the crude oil throughput in 2009 was less than the permitted level. The permitted
level was determined to be the baseline based on past CEQA documents prepared for the facility.”)

72

Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management District, (2010) 48 Cal.4th 310;
http://blog.aklandlaw.com/uploads/file/Communities%20for%20a%20Better%20Environment%20v_%
20South%20Coast%20Air%20Quality.pdf. (“We conclude neither the statute of limitations, nor principles
of vested rights, nor the CEQA case law on which ConocoPhillips and the District rely justifies employing
as an analytical baseline for a new project the maximum capacity allowed under prior equipment
permits, rather than the physical conditions actually existing at the time of analysis. The District therefore
abused its discretion in determining the project at issue would have no significant environmental effects
compared to a baseline of maximum permitted capacity.”)
73
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Rodeo Refinery Propane Increase Project
The Revised Draft EIR, while not directly referring to the Propane Recovery
Project, also denies that the Rail Spur Project would impact shipments of semi-refined
products to the Rodeo Refinery:
Prior to pipeline shipment to the Rodeo Refinery the naphtha and gas oils are
stored in tanks located at the SMR. These storage tanks have vapor pressure
limits are required by the San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District
(SLOCAPCD) permit, which limits the vapor pressure to 11 pisa [sic].
Historically, and currently the SMR tanks operate at about 10 psia (pounds per
square inch absolute). These pressure limits restrict the amount of
propane/butane that can be contained in naphtha and gas oils that are shipped
to the Rodeo Refinery. The majority of the propane/butane that is contained in
the crude oils process at the SMR ends up in the refinery fuel gas.74

There are several indications that the Revised Draft EIR’s implied claim that the
Rail Spur Project would have no effect on the operation of the Rodeo Refinery is
incorrect.
First, review of the SMR’s permit to operate (PTO 44-52) shows that not all
storage tanks have vapor pressure limits of 11 psia. Specifically, the two recovered oil
tanks (TK-100 and TK-101) and the two pressure distillate tanks (TK-550 and TK-551)
appear to have no vapor pressure limits.75 I refer to Dr. Phyllis Fox’s comments on the
Revised Draft EIR for further discussion of this issue.
Second, the Revised Draft EIR only discusses the vapor pressure of the semirefined products limiting the amount of propane and butane that can be contained in
naphtha and gas oils. However, as laid out in detail above, the Rail Spur Project is
requisite to realize the ten percent throughput increase at the SMR permitted under the
Throughput Project, and, thus, directly affects the quantity of semi-refined products
that would be produced at the SMR and shipped to the Rodeo Refinery. This increased
quantity of semi-refined products would result in increased propane and butane
recovery at the Rodeo Refinery, which Phillips 66 must have anticipated when it
applied for a permit to modify processing and ancillary equipment within the refinery
and change permit conditions to enable substantially increasing the recovery of
propane and butane. Thus, the Propane Recovery Project, the Throughput Increase

74

Revised Draft EIR, p. 2-31.

75 SLOCAPCD, Permit to Operate No. 44-52, Phillips 66 Company – Santa Maria Refinery, November 6,
2013.
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Project, and the Rail Spur Project are directly related and interdependent and should
have been subjected to collective rather than individual CEQA review.
The nexus between the three projects at the SMR and the Rodeo Refinery is laid
out in detail in Dr. Fox’s comments on the Revised Draft EIR as well her forthcoming
comments on the Recirculated EIR for the Propane Recovery Project76, which I hereby
incorporate by reference. I concur with Dr. Fox’s analysis that the changes proposed at
both facilities in recent years, including the Rail Spur Project, are all inextricably linked
and should therefore be analyzed as one project in order to determine the full extent of
their environmental impacts.
IV.

The Revised Draft EIR Fails to Adequately Characterize and Analyze Impacts
Associated with the Crude Oil Slate Imported by the Rail Spur Project

Obviously in response to a number of comments received on the Draft EIR
regarding the document’s failure to adequately characterize the crude oil slate that
could be received via the Rail Spur Project, particularly with respect to Canadian tar
sands and crude oil from the Bakken formation,77 and analyze associated impacts, the
Revised Draft EIR now provides a three-page discussion in Section 2.6 titled “Crude Oil
Changes from Rail Spur Project.”
The Revised Draft EIR identifies the origin of crude oils the SMR currently
receives and discusses the Rail Spur Project as “designed to handle a variety of crude
oils that can be generically described as heavy, sour crudes” (crudes with API gravity78
of approximately 20° or less and a sulfur content greater than 1.0 percent) which would

76

Personal communication with Phyllis Fox, November 20, 2014.

The Bakken formation is a rock unit from the Late Devonian to Early Mississippian age occupying
about 200,000 square miles of the subsurface of the Williston Basin, underlying parts of Montana, North
Dakota, Saskatchewan and Manitoba. Besides being a widespread prolific source rock for oil when
thermally mature, significant producible oil reserves exist within the Bakken formation itself. Since 2000,
the application of hydraulic fracturing and horizontal drilling technologies have caused a boom in
Bakken crude oil production. By the end of 2010, production rates had outstripped the pipeline capacity
to ship oil out of the Bakken oil fields. See Wikipedia, Bakken Formation;
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bakken_formation.
77

78 The American Petroleum Institute gravity, or API gravity, is a measure of how heavy or light a
petroleum liquid is compared to water: if its API gravity is greater than 10°, it is lighter and floats on
water; if less than 10°, it is heavier and sinks. It is used to compare the relative densities of petroleum
liquids. Light crude oil is defined as having an API gravity higher than 31.1°, medium crude oil is defined
as having an API gravity between 22.3° and 31.1°, heavy crude oil is defined as having an API gravity
below 22.3°, and extra heavy crude oil is defined with API gravity below 10.0°.

Wikipedia, API Gravity; http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/API_gravity.
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“bring crude oils to SMR that are comparable to those historically processed at the
facility, particularly with respect to sulfur concentration, metals concentration, and
volume percent of crude oil fraction that is processed at the coker.79 The Revised Draft
EIR states that these crude oil would be sourced from oilfields throughout North
America based on market economics and other factors80 and identifies two Canadian tar
sands dilbits, Access Western Blend and Peace River Heavy, as potential crudes that
could be delivered via rail and processed at the SMR.81 The Revised Draft EIR clarifies
the refinery feedstock definition (meaning the materials that could be transported by
train into the proposed facility) as excluding gaseous feeds, natural gas liquids
(“NGL”), liquefied petroleum gas (“LPG”), finished refined products, and Bakken
crude oil.82 The Revised Draft EIR also discloses that the SMR received Canadian tar
sands crude oils, specifically Kearl Lake dilbit, in the past year, making up 2 to 7
percent of the crude processed.83
The Revised Draft EIR then goes on to list the characteristic properties of the
typical crude blend and range of major crudes processed at the SMR in the past and of
Access Western Blend and Peace River Heavy tar sands dilbits as a “reasonable
representation of the range of crude oil types that could be processed”84 as summarized
in the excerpted table from the Revised Draft EIR below.

79

Revised Draft EIR, p. 2-34.

80

Revised Draft EIR, pp. 1-4 and 2-22.

81

Revised Draft EIR, pp. 2-33, and 4.12-27.

82

Revised Draft EIR, pp. ES-5 and 1-4.

83

Revised Draft EIR, p. 2-31.

84

Revised Draft EIR, p. 2-33.
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This description of the crude oil slate that could be delivered by the Rail Spur
Project remains too vague and does not cover the spectrum of properties of crude oils
that could be imported by the Rail Spur Project for processing at the SMR.
For example, while the Revised Draft EIR insists that “no Bakken crude oil
would be delivered to the SMR as part of the project,” the lack of a limit on vapor
pressure or API gravity leaves open the possibility for Phillips 66 to import other North
American light crude oils with very high API gravity and similar volatility as Bakken
crude, including crude oils from the Permian Basin (West Texas) and Eagle Ford
Formation (South Texas) crude oils (see Tables 1 and 2), which are currently
experiencing skyrocketing production.85
Table 1: Comparison of API gravity, sulfur content for various crude oils

B11-28
(from: North Dakota Petroleum Council, The North Dakota Petroleum Council Study on
Bakken Crude Properties, Bakken Crude Characterization Task Force, August 4, 2014;
https://www.ndoil.org/image/cache/Bakken_Quality_Report.pdf.)
WTI = West Texas Intermediate
LLS = Light Louisiana Sweet

Table 2: Comparison of RVP and volume percentage of light ends (C2-C5)
for various crude oils

(from: North Dakota Petroleum Council Study on Bakken Crude
Properties, op. cit.)
LLS = Light Louisiana Sweet
WTI = West Texas Intermediate
DJ Basin = Denver-Julesburg Basin

Bloomberg News, Permian Shale Boom Upending Values of Heavy and Light Crude Oil, August 21,
2014; http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2014-08-21/permian-shale-boom-upending-values-of-heavyand-light-crude-oil.html.
85
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As shown in Tables 1 and 2, Bakken crude, a light sweet crude oil, has a typical
API gravity ranging from about 40° to 43° and a typical Reid vapor pressure (“RVP”) of
7.8 pounds per square inch (“psi”); West Texas Intermediate (“WTI”), a light Permian
crude oil, has a typical API gravity of 37° to 42° and an RVP of 5.9 psi; the properties of
Eagle Ford crude oils vary widely and have a very high API gravity of up to 58.8° and
an RVP of almost 8 psi. The Revised Draft EIR does not analyze the potential impacts of
importing lighter crude oils. While the Santa Maria Refinery is “designed to handle a
variety of crude oils that can be generically described as heavy, sour crudes,”86 the
import of lighter crudes, which could be blended with heavy crude oils at the refinery
for processing, must be either explicitly excluded by permit limits defining a range of
crude oil properties or properly analyzed.
Tar sands crude oils have a wide range of characteristics which can substantially
different from the two Canadian tar sands dilbits the Revised Draft EIR presents as a
“reasonable representation.” Tar sands bitumen, a very heavy and highly viscous
mixture of hydrocarbons, cannot be transported in its natural state and will not flow
unless heated or diluted. The diluents used to blend the bitumen to allow it to flow
consist of lighter hydrocarbon diluent such as condensate from gas wells, pentanes and
other light products from oil refineries or gas plants, resulting in so-called dilbits, or
synthetic crude oil from oil sands, resulting in so-called synbits. Typically, blended
bitumen contains about 30 percent natural gas condensate or other diluents and
70 percent bitumen;87 in so-called RailBit, the diluent makes up 15 to 20 percent. The
various diluents have widely varying chemical characteristics which affect transport,
unloading, and refinery operations, e.g., on coke production (see Dr. Fox’s Comments on
the Initial Draft EIR, Sections IV and V), and would result in widely varying impacts,
for example, with respect to air quality, public health and safety, risk of upset, etc.
Instead, an adequate description of the crude oils that would be permitted to be
imported by the Rail Spur Project must include limits for, at a minimum, API gravity,
vapor pressure, and concentrations of BTEX (benzene, toluene, ethylene, xylene), nickel,
vanadium, and sulfur in order to ensure that SMR operations would not result in
impacts beyond those analyzed in the Revised Draft EIR, including the production of
coke and sulfur, an increase in fugitive emissions when processing a lighter, more
volatile crude oil, increasing the metal content of the produced coke, odors, associated
health risks, risk of upset due to increased corrosion and so forth.

86

Revised Draft EIR, p. 2-34.

See, for example, Wikipedia, Oil Sands; http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Oil_sands; and Diluent;
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Diluent.
87
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The Revised Draft EIR’s Analyses of the Project’s Operational Impacts with
respect to Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases Are Flawed and Fail to Require
Adequate Mitigation

The Revised Draft EIR’s analyses of the Project’s operational impacts with
respect to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions is substantially flawed because they
underestimate daily emissions from locomotives and associated health risks,
improperly defer analysis of mitigation measures, and fail to identify all feasible
mitigation measures.
A.

The Revised Draft EIR Underestimates Daily Locomotive Emissions
and Associated Health Risks

The Revised Draft EIR estimates daily locomotive emissions assuming that only
one unit train would complete a roundtrip from the California border to SMR on any
given day.88 This assumption substantially underestimates peak daily emissions which
would occur when several trains are in transit to the SMR for unloading or traveling
back empty from the SMR to the California border. At an average line haul speed of
40 miles per hour (“mph”) between the California border and the San Luis Obispo
County line (~596 miles) and 20 mph between the County line and the SMR (~67 miles)
roundtrip), each train would take over 33 hours to complete the roundtrip.89 With
250 unit trains per year, or more if manifest trains deliver crude oil, it is highly unlikely
that UPRR would be able to schedule trains so their travels within California have no
overlap. More likely, on many days there will be several trains traveling simultaneously
through California and San Luis Obispo County.
Further, the Revised Draft EIR assumes that only one train would be moved on
site by switching engines and only one non-switching engine would be idling on site on
any given day.90 These assumptions by far underestimate peak daily emissions because
they ignore the possibility that up to three trains could be in various stages of unloading
or waiting to unload at the SMR unloading facility requiring more than the two
assumed switching engines and resulting in more than one non-switching engine idling
on any given day. The configuration of the Rail Spur Project with its five tracks has been
explicitly designed, to allow for up to two full trains to temporarily be on the SMR site
at one time in case a second train arrives while the first is still being unloaded.91 Thus,
up to three trains could be on site.

88

See Revised Draft EIR, p. 4.3-43, and Appendix B, pp. B-9 and B-10.

89

Ibid.

90

See Revised Draft EIR, p. 4.3-43, and Appendix B, pp. B-9 and B-10.

91

Revised Draft EIR, p. 2-10.
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I prepared revised peak daily emission estimates for locomotives traveling
within California conservatively assuming that three trains would be traveling
simultaneously through San Luis Obispo County, four switching engines would be
operating on site, and two non-switching engines would idle on site. The results are
summarized and compared to the Revised Draft EIR’s emission estimates in Table 3.
Table 3: Revised peak daily locomotive emissions within San Luis Obispo County compared to
Revised Draft EIR emission estimates (in lbs/day)
Source
ROG
Revised Draft EIR emission estimates
Line haul
3.7
Line haul SMR to SLO
0.7
Switching
1.9
Idling
1.0
Total
7.3
Revised emission estimates
Line haul
5.6
Line haul SMR to SLO
0.7
Switching
3.6
Idling
2.0
Total
11.9
Difference
4.6

CO

NOx

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

40.0
7.6
24.5
1.3
73.4

34.7
6.6
17.4
17.0
75.7

1.6
0.3
0.8
0.9
3.6

0.8
0.2
0.4
0.4
1.8

0.8
0.1
0.4
0.4
1.7

60.0
7.6
46.5
2.6
116.7
43.3

52.0
6.6
33.0
34.0
125.6
49.9

2.4
0.3
1.5
1.8
6.0
2.4

1.2
0.2
0.8
0.9
3.0
1.2

1.2
0.1
0.7
0.8
2.9
1.2

As shown, the Revised Draft EIR substantially underestimated peak daily
locomotive exhaust emissions of NOx and PM2.5, which is diesel particulate matter.
These estimates are conservative as more than three trains may be traveling
simultaneously through San Luis Obispo County, more than four switching engines
may be operating on site, and more than two non-switching engines may idle on site.
Finally, I note that the Revised Draft EIR claim that only 250 unit trains would
delivery crude oil to the SMR annually must be either incorporated into a permit
condition because the annual emissions estimates rely on this assumption or emissions
estimates must be revised.
B.

The Revised Draft EIR’s Health Risk Assessment Substantially
Underestimates Cancer and Non-cancer Risks

The Revised Draft EIR presents a health risk assessment for two scenarios:
1. The current SMR operations + the Rail Spur Project + the trucks entering and
leaving the SMR (and traveling offsite along Highway 1 and Willow) +
increased BTEX levels but excluding the mainline locomotive emissions and
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2. The current SMR operations + the Rail Spur Project + the trucks entering and
leaving the SMR (and traveling offsite along Highway 1 and Willow) +
increased BTEX levels + the mainline locomotive emissions.92

The results for these scenarios substantially underestimate health risks because
they rely on the permitted throughput limit rather than the existing throughput
(see Comment II) and fail to account for more than one train traveling within San Luis
Obispo County and two switching engines operating and one non-switching engine
idling on site.
Further, the health risk assessment is based on annual emissions averaged on a
per-second basis.93 Receptors do not breathe in annual average concentrations94 but
rather instantaneous emissions of pollutants, which are even higher than peak daily
emissions. This is of particular concern for diesel particulate matter, a carcinogen whose
health risks were substantially underestimated by this approach.
I suggest that the County prepare a revised health risk assessment addressing the
above identified issues.
C.

The Revised Draft EIR Improperly Defers Analysis of Mitigation
Measures and Fails to Identify all Feasible Mitigation Measures to
Reduce Significant Impacts with Respect to Air Quality and Health
Risks

The Revised Draft EIR finds that the Project’s operational emissions would
substantially exceed the SLOCAPCD’s thresholds of significance for ROG, NOx, and
diesel particulate matter. Specifically, the Project would result in unmitigated emissions
of about 770 lbs/day and 64 tons/year of ROG+NOx95, i.e., almost 31 times the District’s
daily significance threshold of 25 lbs/day and more than 2.5 times the annual
significance threshold of 25 tons/year.96 The Project would also result in emissions of
more than 30 lbs/day of diesel particulate matter,97 i.e., more than 24 times the District’s
significance threshold of 1.25 lbs/day.98

92

Revised Draft EIR, p. 4.3-61.

93

See (total switching and idling emissions in tons/year)

94

See Revised EIR, Appx. B, Modeling Inputs: Switching and Idling Emissions.

See Revised Draft EIR, Table 4.3-14, p. 4.3-47. ((700.72 lbs/day) + (71.03 lbs/day) = 771.8 lbs/day) and
((60.06 lbs/day) + (4.20 lbs/day) = 64.3 lbs/day

95

96

(771.8 lbs/day)/(25 lbs/day) = 30.9; (64.3 tons/year)/(25 tons/year) = 2.6.

97

Ibid.

98

(30.45 lbs/day) / (1.25 lbs/day) = 24.4.
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The Revised Draft EIR finds that limiting idling time on site and the use of Tier 4
locomotive engines would reduce emissions of ROG+NOx to 93.6 lbs/day,99 which is
still far above the District’s daily significance threshold. To further reduce ROG and
NOx emissions from the locomotives, the Revised Draft EIR proposes Mitigation
Measure AQ-2a:
Prior to issuance of Notice to Proceed, the Applicant shall investigate methods
for reducing the onsite and offsite emissions, both from fugitive components and
from locomotives. In addition, locomotive emissions shall be mitigated to the
extent feasible through contracting arrangements that require the use of Tier 4
locomotives or equivalent emission levels. If emissions of ROG+NOx and DPM
with the above mitigations still exceed the thresholds, as measured and
confirmed by the SLOCAPCD, the Applicant shall secure SLOCAPCD-approved
onsite and/or offsite emission reductions in ROG + NOx and DPM emissions to
ensure that project-related ROG + NOx and DPM emissions within SLO County
do not exceed the SLOCAPCD thresholds for the life of the project. Coordination
with the SLOCAPCD should begin at least six (6) months prior to issuance of the
Notice to Proceed for the Project to allow time for refining calculations and for
the SLOCAPCD to review and approve any required ROG+NOx and DPM
emission reductions.100

To further reduce diesel particulate matter emissions from the locomotives, the
Revised Draft EIR proposes Mitigation Measure AQ-3:
Prior to issuance of the Notice to Proceed, the Applicant shall investigate
methods for reducing the locomotive emissions through contracting
arrangements that require the use of Tier 4 locomotives or equivalent emission
levels. If the mainline rail emissions of ROG+NOx and DPM with the above
mitigations still exceed the applicable Air District thresholds, the Applicant shall
secure emission reductions in ROG + NOx and DPM emissions within each
applicable Air District, similar to the emission reduction program utilized by the
SLOCAPCD, to ensure that the main line rail ROG + NOx and DPM emissions
do not exceed the Air District thresholds for the life of the project. The Applicant
shall provide documentation from each Air District to the San Luis Obispo
County Planning and Building Department that emissions reductions have been
secured for the life of the project prior to issuance of the Notice to Proceed.101

99

Draft EIR, p. 4.3-45.

100

Revised Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-47 and 4.3-48.

101

Revised Draft EIR, p. 4.3-53.
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Both proposed mitigation measures impermissibly defer analysis without providing
specific performance standards capable of mitigating the Project’s impacts to below
significance.
Offsets, i.e., credits for emission reductions that occurred somewhere within the
SLOCAPCD’s jurisdiction in the past, have no effect on present-day emissions and
should not be considered valid CEQA mitigation. Residents near the Project site breathe
present-day emissions, which will increase as a result of the Project; the impacts on their
health are not lessened by money changing hands for emission reductions that occurred
somewhere else and in the past. This is particularly true for diesel particulate matter
emissions, which by far exceed health risk thresholds established by the SLOCAPCD.
Further, the proposed mitigation measures are not stringent enough and the
Revised Draft EIR fails to evaluate all feasible mitigation measures.
The County should investigate the potential for on-site emission reductions.
On-site mitigation could e.g., include installation of additional and/or more efficient
control technologies on existing units at the Santa Maria Refinery and replacement of
older emission units. This could include replacement of leaking components with
leakless components, replacement of low-NOx burners with ultra-low NOx burners on
all fired sources, or replacement of any older, high-emitting equipment best available
control technology (“BACT”) regardless of cost-efficiency. (Off-site mitigation could
include similar measures, e.g., installing a vapor recovery system and replacement of
leaking components at the Santa Maria Pump Station.)
In addition, the County must require use of best available control technology for
emissions from unloading the rail cars. The Revised Draft EIR proposes to use carbon
canisters with a removal efficiency of at least 95 percent.102 This does not constitute
BACT. First of all, carbon adsorption does not uniformly remove the same percentage of
all pollutants; some compounds adsorb more readily than others. Therefore, carbon
canisters are specified depending on the application and composition of the vapors that
need to be controlled. Manufacturers will specify a removal efficiency for specific
compounds at a certain concentration in the vapor and a certain air flow. Further,
carbon canisters, which are not regenerative, have a high removal efficiency until
saturation when the effluent concentration will suddenly increase, a behavior known as
“breakthrough.” Thus carbon canisters must be closely and continually monitored. The
Draft EIR does not indicate any such monitoring. More efficient systems than carbon
canisters are available for rail terminals including, for example, vapor recovery units
(“VRUs”) with two sets of carbon beds that can be alternately regenerated and are

102

Revised Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-43.
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monitored by continuous emissions monitoring systems (“CEMS”). According to one
manufacturer, John Zink: “In typical installations such as truck, rail, tank and marine
loading, our VRUs achieve emission control efficiencies of 99% or better.103 The County
should require an analysis of all feasible vapor removal systems and require installation
of a BACT-compliant system. This analysis must include an evaluation of the various
crude oils that could be imported to the facility under the Rail Spur Project.
To mitigate the impacts caused by diesel particulate matter emissions from
locomotives, the County should require electrification of all on-site switching
locomotives, or at the very least, require that these engines meet Tier 4 emission
standards established by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”). Other
measures that should be evaluated include the installation of portable diesel particulate
filters as soon as trains enter the facility or enclosing the entire rail unloading facility
and venting emissions to pollution control equipment.
D.

The Revise Draft EIR Fails Adequately Mitigate Significant Greenhouse
Gas Emissions

The Revised Draft EIR fins significant and unavoidable impacts due to GHG
emissions after implementation of mitigation measure AQ-6, which requires that the
Applicant provide GHG emission reduction credits for all Project GHG emissions
within San Luis Obispo County for the life of the project.104 (Again, this mitigation
measure improperly defers analysis to the future.) This mitigation measure is
inadequate. Before resorting to emission reduction credits and finding significant
unavoidable impacts, the County must evaluate all feasible mitigation to reduce
emissions, preferably on site.
The SLOCAPCD’s CEQA Guidelines provide a long list of mitigation measures
to reduce emission of greenhouse gases from projects including industrial projects. In
addition, the CAPCOA has published guidance for quantifying greenhouse mitigation
measures.105 Many of the mitigation measures mentioned in these documents are
feasible for the Rail Spur Project and should be required to reduce its significant GHG

See, for example, John Zink, Carbon Adsorption Vapor Recovery Systems;
http://www.johnzink.com/wp-content/uploads/carbon-adsorption-vapor.pdf.

103

104

Revised Draft EIR, p. 4.3-71.

CAPCOA, Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, A Resource for Local Government to
Assess Emission Reductions from Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, August, 2010;
http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf.

105
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emissions.106 I recommend that the County evaluate and require all feasible mitigation
to reduce significant impacts with respect to global climate change due to GHG
emissions associated with the proposed operational changes at the SMR including the
Rail Spur Project and the SMR Throughput Increase Project.
Finally, because GHGs are global pollutants, the County may not stop at
mitigating only emissions within its boundaries. Instead, the Applicant should be
required to mitigate all emissions within North America.
VI.

The Revised Draft EIR’s Odor Analysis Is Deficient

The Revised Draft EIR recognizes that operation of the Rail Spur Project may
result in odor impacts due to fugitive emissions of hydrocarbons and hydrogen sulfide
(“H2S”) from equipment leaks, the vapor recovery carbon canisters, and accidental
spills of crude oil as well as diesel exhaust emissions from the locomotives.107 The
Revised Draft EIR’s odor analysis and proposed mitigation for these emission sources is
deficient, as discussed below.
First, while the Revised Draft EIR recognizes diesel exhaust emissions from the
locomotives as potential odor sources, it fails entirely to provide a discussion, let alone a
quantitative analysis, of associated odor impacts. The odor of diesel exhaust is
considered by most people to be objectionable and EPA found that, at high intensities,
diesel exhaust may produce sufficient physiological and psychological effects to
warrant concern for public health.108 Clouds of soot from diesel-powered engines, such
as the Project’s locomotives when in transit or idling, can travel downwind for miles
and drift into heavily populated areas.109 Here, trains would pass directly by numerous
densely populated residential neighborhoods en route to the SMR, which could cause
odor nuisance for receptors located within these neighborhoods.
Second, in addition to H2S, crude oils contain various amounts of other odiferous
sulfur compounds, including mercaptans, which are known for their very strong and

SLOCAPCD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, A Guide for Assessing the Air Quality Impacts for Projects
Subject to CEQA Review, April 2012, Table 3-5 Mitigation Measures, pp. 3-17 through 3-20;
http://www.slocleanair.org/images/cms/upload/files/CEQA_Handbook_2012_v1.pdf.

106

107

Revised Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-71.

EPA, Health Assessment Document for Diesel Engine Exhaust, EPA/600/8-90/057F, May 2002;
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/dieselfinal.pdf.

108

Union of Concerned Scientists, Digging Up Trouble, The Health Risk of Construction Pollution in
California, November 2006; http://www.ucsusa.org/assets/documents/clean_vehicles/digging-uptrouble.pdf.
109
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unpleasant odors. The odor threshold for most mercaptans is considerably less than
0.5 parts per billion (“ppb”); some mercaptans can be detected at concentrations as low
as 0.029 ppb.110 In fact, mercaptans are added to natural gas in very tiny amounts so
that the gas can be smelled to facilitate detecting leaks. Information available for
Canadian crudes indicates that diluents can contain more than 100 parts per million
(“ppm”) of volatile mercaptans.111 The County should prepare an analysis of potential
odor impacts resulting from odiferous sulfur compounds other than H2S contained in
the fugitive emissions from equipment leaks and from accidental spills to adequately
disclose potential odor impacts.
Third, the Revised Draft EIR analyzes only equipment leaks from new
components associated with the Rail Spur Project and entirely fails to analyze odor
impacts resulting from the change in crude oil slate at the existing SMR including the
tank farm. The crude oil brought in by rail could be considerably more odiferous than
the crude currently processed. Given that the nearest receptor is located only 425 feet
northeast and the closest residence is located only 1,200 feet northeast of the crude oil
storage tanks112, it is likely that change in crudes may affect these receptors.
VII.

The Draft EIR Fails to Analyze Potentially Significant Health Impacts Due to
Valley Fever and Fails to Require Adequate Mitigation

I previously commented on the Initial Draft EIR’s utter lack of an analysis of
potential health impacts posed by Valley Fever. The Revised Draft EIR continues to
ignore this issue despite several past outbreaks of the disease in San Luis
Obispo County.
Valley Fever, or coccidioidomycosis (short cocci), is an infectious disease caused
by inhaling the spores of Coccidioides ssp.113, a soil-dwelling fungus. Spores, or
arthroconidia, are released into the air when infected soils are disturbed, e.g., by
construction activities, agricultural operations, dust storms, or during earthquakes. The
disease is endemic (native and common) in the semiarid regions of the southwestern
United States. San Luis Obispo County, including the Project site, is located within the

110

Syneco Systems, Inc., Odor Perception, 2009; http://www.synecosystems.com/wp/PDF/151.pdf.

111

crudemonitor.ca, 2014; http://www.crudemonitor.ca/home.php.

112

Revised Draft EIR, p. 4.7-15.

Two species of Coccidioides are known to cause Valley Fever: C. immitis, which is typically found in
California, and C. posadasii, which is typically found outside California. See Center for Disease Control,
Coccidioidomycosis (Valley Fever), Information for Health Professionals;
http://www.cdc.gov/fungal/coccidioidomycosis/health-professionals.html.
113
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established endemic range of Valley Fever, as shown in Figure 2 below, and the disease
has become an increasing concern for health officials in San Luis Obispo County.114

B11-28

Figure 2: Endemic areas for Valley Fever in the U.S.
(from: San Luis Obispo County Public Health Department, What Is Valley Fever? July 20, 2011;
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PH/Epidemiology/ValleyFever_Info.pdf)

Typical symptoms of Valley Fever include fatigue, fever, cough, headache,
shortness of breath, rash, muscle aches, and joint pain. Symptoms of advanced Valley
Fever include chronic pneumonia, meningitis, skin lesions, and bone or joint infections.
The most common clinical presentation of Valley Fever is a self-limited acute or
subacute community-acquired pneumonia that becomes evident 13 weeks after
infection.115 No vaccine or known cure exists for the disease.116 Between 1990 and 2008,
more than 3,000 people have died in the United States from Valley Fever with about

San Luis Obispo County Public Health Department, What Is Valley Fever? July 20, 2011;
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PH/Epidemiology/ValleyFever_Info.pdf.
114

See, e.g., Lisa Valdivia, David Nix, Mark Wright, Elizabeth Lindberg, Timothy Fagan, Donald
Lieberman, Prien Stoffer, Neil M. Ampel, and John N. Galgiani, Coccidioidomycosis as a Common Cause
of Community-acquired Pneumonia, Emerging Infectious Diseases, v. 12, no. 6, June 2006;
http://europepmc.org/articles/PMC3373055.

115

Rebecca Plevin, National Public Radio, Cases Of Mysterious Valley Fever Rise In American Southwest,
May 13, 2013; http://www.npr.org/blogs/health/2013/05/13/181880987/cases-of-mysterious-valleyfever-rise-in-american-southwest.
116

Horton, Re: Phillips 66 Rail Spur Extension Revised Draft EIR
November 23, 2014
Page 30

Comment Letter B11

half in California.117 In recent years, reported Valley Fever cases in the Southwest have
increased dramatically.118 Cases of Valley Fever in San Luis Obispo County have more
than doubled over the past few years from 87 reported cases in 2009 to 225 cases in
2011. 119 In 2013, San Luis Obispo County experienced two major outbreaks at
construction sites for solar facilities.120
The Draft EIR makes no mention whatsoever of the potential health risks posed
by Valley Fever from construction and/or operation of the Rail Spur Project and does
not require any mitigation to limit the public’s or workers’ potential exposure to cocci.
Thus, the Draft EIR utterly fails to inform the public of the significant consequences of
Project construction and feedstock production. This failure violates CEQA. As a result,
the Draft EIR must be amended to provide this significant new information, requiring
recirculation for public review.
At-risk Populations
Dust exposure is one of the primary risk factors for contracting Valley Fever.121
Specific occupations and outdoor activities associated with dust generation such as
construction, farming, road work, military training, gardening, hiking, camping,
bicycling, or fossil collecting increase the risk of exposure and infection. The risk
appears to be more specifically associated with the amount of time spent outdoors than
with doing specific activities.122 The most at-risk populations are construction and

Jennifer Y. Huang, Benjamin Bristow, Shira Shafir, and Frank Sorvillo, Coccidioidomycosis-associated
Deaths, United States, 1990–2008; http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3559166/.

117

See Center for Disease Control; Fungal Pneumonia: A Silent Epidemic, Coccidioidomycosis (Valley
Fever); http://www.cdc.gov/fungal/pdf/cocci-fact-sheet-sw-us-508c.pdf.

118

Cal Coast News, Valley Fever Outbreak Strikes Solar Power Plant Workers, May 1, 2013;
http://calcoastnews.com/2013/05/valley-fever-outbreak-strikes-solar-power-plant-workers/.

119

Julie Cart, Los Angeles Times, Officials Study Valley Fever Outbreak at Solar Power Projects, April 30,
2013; http://articles.latimes.com/2013/apr/30/local/la-me-solar-fever-20130501.

120

Rafael Laniado-Laborin, Expanding Understanding of Epidemiology of Coccidioidomycosis in the
Western Hemisphere, Ann. N.Y. Acad. Sci., v. 111, 2007, pp. 20-22; Frederick S. Fisher, Mark W. Bultman,
Suzanne M. Johnson, Demosthenes Pappagianis, and Erik Zaborsky, Coccidioides Niches and Habitat
Parameters in the Southwestern United States, a Matter of Scale, Ann. N.Y. Acad. Sci., No. 1111, 2007, pp.
47-72 (“All of the examined soil locations are noteworthy as generally 50% of the individuals who were
exposed to the dust or were excavating dirt at the sites were infected.”);
http://www.researchgate.net/publication/6461426_Coccidioides_niches_and_habitat_parameters_in_th
e_southwestern_United_States_a_matter_of_scale/file/72e7e51c9b9f058a45.pdf?origin=publication_detai
l.
121

See Center for Disease Control, Coccidioidomycosis (Valley Fever);
http://www.cdc.gov/fungal/coccidioidomycosis/, accessed August 21, 2013; and Kern County Public

122
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agricultural workers,123 the very populations that would be directly exposed by the
Project. A refereed journal article on occupational exposures notes that “[l]abor groups
where occupation involves close contact with the soil are at greater risk, especially if the
work involves dusty digging operations.”124 One study reported that at study sites,
“generally 50% of the individuals who were exposed to the dust or were excavating dirt
at the sites were infected.”125
The disease debilitates the population and thus prevents them from working.126
The longest period of disability from occupational exposure in California is to
construction workers, with 62% of the reported cases resulting in over 60 days of lost
work.127 Another study estimated the average hospital stay for each (non-construction
work) case of coccidioidomycosis at 35 days.128 Further, the potentially exposed
population is much larger than construction and agricultural workers because the nonselective raising of dust during Project construction will carry the very small spores –
0.002-0.005 millimeters (“mm”) (see Figure 3) – into non-endemic areas, potentially
exposing large non-Project-related populations.129,130
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Health Services Department, Valley Fever (Coccidioidomycosis) in Kern County;
http://kerncountyvalleyfever.com/.
Lawrence L. Schmelzer and R. Tabershaw, Exposure Factors in Occupational Coccidioidomycosis, Am.
J. Public Health Nations Health, v. 58, no. 1, 1968, pp. 107-113, Table 3;
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1228046/?page=1

123

124

Ibid, p. 110.

125

Fisher et al., 2007.

Frank E. Swatek, Ecology of Coccidioides Immitis, Mycopathologia et Mycologia Applicata, V. 40,
Nos. 1-2, pp. 3-12, 1970.
126

127

Schmelzer and Tabershaw, 1968, Table 4.

Demosthenes Pappagianis and Hans Einstein, Tempest from Tehachapi Takes Toll or Coccidioides
Conveyed Aloft and Afar, West J. Med., v. 129, Dec. 1978, pp. 527-530;
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1238466/pdf/westjmed00256-0079.pdf.

128

129

Schmelzer and Tabershaw, 1968, p. 110; Pappagianis and Einstein, 1978.

Pappagianis and Einstein, 1978, p. 527 (“The northern areas were not directly affected by the ground
level windstorm that had struck Kern County but the dust was lifted to several thousand feet elevation
and, borne on high currents, the soil and arthrospores along with some moisture were gently deposited
on sidewalks and automobiles as “a mud storm” that vexed the residents of much of California.” The
storm originating in Kern County, for example, had major impacts in the San Francisco Bay Area and
Sacramento).
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Figure 3: Size of cocci spores compared to soil particles (in mm)
(from: Fisher et al., 2007, Fig. 3)

Valley Fever spores have been documented to travel as much as 500 miles131 and,
thus, dust raised during construction could potentially expose a large number of people
hundreds of miles away.
“Hispanics, Asians, and Native Americans are often considered to suffer from
Valley Fever with the worst symptoms more often than Caucasians.”132 The most recent
California Department of Public Health report indicates that Hispanics accounted for
more than a quarter of all reported cases statewide in 2012, the last year for which data
was recorded.133 One study speculated that “[t]he use of transient farm laborers in the
San Joaquin Valley and the gradual westward movement in the U.S.A. has produced a
steady supply of susceptible individuals.”134 The 2010 Census indicates that 20.8% of
the population is Hispanic in San Luis Obispo County; Hispanics are therefore likely to
be present in the work force.135
Other risk factors include diabetes, malnutrition and socioeconomic status.
“Even the risk of ‘socioeconomic status’ with an annual income below $15,000 was seen
to be a risk factor for the most serious Valley Fever conditions. This finding may be due
to any number of reasons, from increased likelihood to work in dusty environments
where high doses of spores could be inhaled, to a lack of ability to pay for medical care
and thus only visiting doctors when symptoms are at their worst.”136 San Luis Obispo

131

David Filip and Sharon Filip, Valley Fever Epidemic, Golden Phoenix Books, 2008, p. 24.

132

Filip and Filip, 2008, p. 29.

133 California Department of Public Health, Coccidioidomycosis Yearly Summary 2012, p. 4; available at
http://www.cdph.ca.gov/programs/sss/Documents/COCCI-UPDATED2012YEARLY.pdf.
134

Swatek, 1970, p. 5.

California Demographics by Cubit, San Luis Obispo County Demographics Summary; available at
http://www.california-demographics.com/san-luis-obispo-county-demographics.
135

136

Filip and Filip, 2008, pp. 33, 37.
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County has a poverty rate of 12.9%,137 again indicating a high proportion of sensitive
populations.
The Revised Draft EIR fails to inform the public of the potential significant
consequences of Project construction and fails to address the associated environmental
justice issues. The County should amend and recirculate the Revised Draft EIR to
provide an adequate assessment of Valley Fever and propose adequate mitigation.
A Conventional Dust Control Plan Is Inadequate to Address Potential Health Risks
Posed by Exposure to Valley Fever
Conventional dust control measures that would be included in the mitigation
measures for the Rail Spur Project pursuant to SLOCAPCD’s CEQA Guidelines138 are
not effective at controlling Valley Fever139 as they largely focus on visible dust. While
dust exposure is one of the primary risk factors for contracting Valley Fever and dustcontrol measures are an important defense against infection, it is important to note that
visible dust is only an indicator that Coccidioides ssp. spores may be airborne in a given
area. Freshly generated dust clouds usually contain a larger proportion of the more
visible coarse particles. However, these larger particles settle more rapidly and the
remaining fine respirable particles may be difficult to see.
Spores of Coccidioides ssp. have slow settling rates in air due to their small size
(2 to 5 micrometers), low terminal velocity, and possibly also due to their buoyancy,
barrel shape and commonly attached empty hyphae cell fragments.140 Thus spores,
whose size is well below the limits of human vision, may be present in air that appears
relatively clear and dust free. Such ambient, airborne spores with their low settling rates
can remain aloft for long periods and be carried hundreds of kilometers from their point
of origin. Thus, implementation of dust control measures only when visible dust is
present will not provide sufficient protection for both site workers and the
general public.

137

California Demographics by Cubit, 2013; http://www.california-demographics.com/.

138

Revised Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure AQ-1f, p. 4.3-3p.

See, e.g., Cummings and others, 2010, p. 509; Schneider et al., 1997, p. 908 (“Primary prevention
strategies (e.g., dust-control measures) for coccidioidomycosis in endemic areas have limited
effectiveness.”).
139

Frederick S. Fisher, Mark W. Bultman, and Demosthenes Pappagianis, Operational Guidelines
(version 1.0) for Geological Fieldwork in Areas Endemic for Coccidioidomycosis (Valley Fever),
U.S. Geological Survey Open-File Report 00-348, 2000; http://geopubs.wr.usgs.gov/open-file/of00348/of00-348.pdf.
140
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Further, infections by Coccidioides ssp. frequently have a seasonal pattern with
infection rates that generally spike in the first few weeks of hot dry weather that follow
extended milder rainy periods. In California, infection rates are generally higher during
the hot summer months especially if weather patterns bring the usual winter rains
between November and April.141 The majority of cases of Valley Fever accordingly
occur during the months of June through December. Typically, the risk of catching
Valley Fever begins to increase in June and continues an upward trend until it peaks
during the months of August, September and October.142 Drought periods can have an
especially potent impact on Valley Fever if they follow periods of rain.143 It is thought
that during drought years the number of organisms competing with Coccidioides ssp.
decreases and the fungus remains alive but dormant. When rain finally occurs, the
arthroconidia germinate and multiply more than usual because of a decreased number
of other competing organisms. When the soil dries out in the summer and fall, the
spores can become airborne and potentially infectious.144 The current drought
conditions in California, officially declared as a State of Emergency by Governor Brown
on January 17, 2013145, may well increase the occurrence of Valley Fever cases. Thus,
major onsite and offsite soil-disturbing construction activities should be timed to occur
outside of a prolonged dry period. After soil-disturbing activities conclude, all
disturbed soils should be sufficiently stabilized to prevent air-borne dispersal of
cocci spores.
Recommended Measures to Reduce Risk of Valley Fever
In response to an outbreak of Valley Fever in construction workers in 2007 at a
construction site for a solar facility within its jurisdiction, the County’s Public Health
Department in conjunction with the California Department of Public Health developed
recommendations to limit exposure to Valley Fever based on scientific information from
the published literature. The recommended measures go far beyond the conventional
dust control measures recommended in the Revised Draft EIR for the Rail Spur Project:

141

Ibid.

Kern County Public Health Services Department, What Is Valley Fever, Prevention, Valley Fever Risk
Factors; http://kerncountyvalleyfever.com/what-is-valley-fever/risk-factors/.

142

Gosia Wozniacka, Associated Press, Fever Hits Thousands in Parched West Farm Region, May 5, 2013,
citing Prof. John Galgiani, Director of the Valley Fever Center for Excellence at the University of Arizona;
http://abcnews.go.com/m/story?id=19113795.

143

Theodore N. Kirkland and Joshua Fierer, Coccidioidomycosis: A Reemerging Infectious Disease,
Emerging Infectious Diseases, Vol. 3, No. 2, July-September 1996;
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2626789/pdf/8903229.pdf.

144

State of California, Office of Governor Edmund G. Brown, Governor Brown Declares Drought State of
Emergency, January 17, 2013; http://gov.ca.gov/home.php.

145
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1. Implement comprehensive Injury and Illness Prevention Program (required by
Title 8, Section 3203) ensuring safeguards to prevent Valley Fever are included.
2. Work with a medical professional with expertise in cocci to develop a training
program for all employees discussing the following issues: potential presence of
C. immites in soils; the risks involved with inhaling spores; how to recognize
common symptoms (which resemble common viral infections, and may include
fatigue, cough, chest pain, fever, rash, headache, and body and joint ache); requesting
prompt reporting of suspected symptoms to a supervisor and health care provider;
discussing worker entitlement to receive prompt medical care if they suspect
symptoms of work-related Valley Fever; and requesting the use of personal protection
measures as outlined below.
3. Control exposure to dust:


Consult with local Air Pollution Control District Compliance Assistance
programs and with California Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (“Cal/OSHA”) compliance program regarding meeting
the requirements of dust control plans and for specific methods of dust
control. These methods may include wetting the soil while ensuring that
the wetting process does not raise dust or adversely affect the
construction process.



Provide high-efficiency particulate (“HEP”)-filtered, air-conditioned
enclosed cabs on heavy equipment. Train workers on proper use of cabs,
such as turning on air conditioning prior to using the equipment.



Provide communication methods, such as 2-way radios, for use in
enclosed cabs.



Provide National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health
(“NIOSH”)-approved respirators for workers without a prior history of
Valley Fever.



Half-face respirators equipped with N-100 or P-100 filters should be used
during digging. Employees should wear respirators when working near
earth moving machinery.



Employees should be medically evaluated, fit-tested, and properly
trained on the use of the respirators, and a full respiratory protection
program in accordance with the applicable Cal/OSHA Respiratory
Protection Standard (8 CCR 5144) should be in place.



Prohibit eating and smoking at the worksite, and provide separate, clean
eating areas with hand-washing facilities.



Avoid outdoor construction operations during unusually windy
conditions.



Consider limiting outdoor construction during the fall to essential jobs
only, as the risk of cocci infection is higher during this season.
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4. Prevent transport of cocci outside endemic areas:


Thoroughly clean equipment, vehicles, and other items before they
are moved off-site to other work locations.



Provide workers with coveralls daily, lockers (or other system for
keeping work and street clothing and shoes separate), daily changing and
showering facilities.



Clothing should be changed after work every day, preferably at the work
site.



Train workers to recognize that cocci may be transported offsite on
contaminated equipment, clothing, and shoes; alternatively, consider
installing boot-washing.



Post warnings onsite and consider limiting access to visitors, especially
those without adequate training and respiratory protection.

5. Improve medical surveillance for employees


Employees should have prompt access to medical care, including
suspected work-related illnesses and injuries.



Work with a medical professional to develop a protocol to medically
evaluate employees who have symptoms of Valley Fever.



Consider preferentially contracting with 1-2 clinics in the area and
communicate with the health care providers in those clinics to ensure that
providers are aware that Valley Fever has been reported in the area. This
will increase the likelihood that ill workers will receive prompt, proper
and consistent medical care.



Respirator clearance should include medical evaluation for all new
employees, annual re-evaluation for changes in medical status, and
annual training, and fit-testing.



Please note that skin testing is not recommended for evaluation of Valley
Fever.



If an employee is diagnosed with Valley Fever, a physician must
determine if the employee should be taken off work, when they may
return to work, and what type of work activities they may perform.146

San Luis Obispo County Health Agency, Recommendations for Workers to Prevent Infection by Valley
Fever in SLO County;
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PH/Epidemiology/Cocci+Recomendations.pdf.

146
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Two other studies have developed complementary recommendations to
minimize the incidence of Valley Fever. The U.S. Geological Survey (“USGS”) has
developed recommendations to protect geological field workers in endemic areas.147
An occupational study of Valley Fever in California workers also developed
recommendations to protect those working and living in endemic areas.148 These two
sources identified the following measures, in addition to those identified by the
County’s Public Health Department, to minimize exposure to Valley Fever:
 Pretest soils to determine if each work location is within an endemic area.
 Implement a vigorous program of medical surveillance.
 Implement aggressive enforcement of respiratory use where exposures from
manual digging are involved.
 Test all potential employees for previous infection to identify the immune
population and assign immune workers to operations involving known
heavy exposures.
 Hire resident labor whenever available, particularly for heavy dust exposure
work.
 All workers in endemic areas should use dust masks to protect against
inhalation of particles as small as 0.4 microns. Mustaches or beards may
prevent a mask from making an airtight seal against the fact and thus should
be discouraged.
 Establish a medical program, including skin tests on all new employees,
retesting of susceptibles, prompt treatment of respiratory illness in
susceptibles; periodic medical examination or interview to discover a history
of low grade or subclinical infection, including repeated skin testing of
susceptibles.
All of the above health-protective measures recommended by the County’s
Public Health Department and the two cited studies are feasible for the Rail Spur
Project and must be required in an enhanced dust control plan to reduce the risk for
construction workers, on-site employees and the public of contracting Valley Fever.
Even if all the above measures are adopted, a recirculated Draft EIR is required to
analyze whether these measures are adequate to reduce this significant impact to a level
below significance.
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Fisher et al. 2000.
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Schmelzer and Tabershaw, 1968, pp. 111 - 113.
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VIII. Recommendation
Based on the above discussion, I find that the Revised Draft EIR for the Rail Spur
Project remains substantively deficient as an informational document under CEQA and
recommend that the County revise the EIR to addresses the issues outlined above and
recirculate the document for public review.
Due to the very short turnaround time for this comment letter, I was unable to
address all issues including some that rely on documents supporting the air quality
analysis, which are not provided in the Revised Draft EIR, and were not made available
until November 18, 2014, only six days before close of the comment period. I am also
still waiting for the response to public records act requests to the SLOCAPCD and
SJVAPCD. I may submit additional comments including, but not limited to, on the
Revised Draft EIR’s analyses of construction emissions, hazards and hazardous
materials, construction noise, and alternatives, at a later date.
Please feel free to call me at (415) 492-2131 or e-mail at petra@ppless.com if you
have any questions about the comments in this letter. For most cited sources not
provided as exhibits, I have included weblinks; if you require a copy of any cited
document, I will make it available upon request.
Best regards,

Petra Pless, D.Env.

Typographical Errors
The Revised Draft EIR, page ES-15, refers to the “HUTAs” of Los Angeles and the Bay
Area, which presumably refers to HTUAs, High Threat Urban Areas, as defined by the
Transportation Safety Administration.149 Appendix K, List of Abbreviations and
Acronyms incorrectly defines HTUA as “High Treat Urban Area.”

Transportation Security Administration, Standards and Regulations, Rail Transportation Security Rule,
49 CFR 1580; http://www.tsa.gov/stakeholders/standards-and-regulations-1.

149
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Petra Pless, D.Env.
440 Nova Albion Way, #2
San Rafael, CA 94903
(415) 492-2131 phone
(815) 572-8600 fax
petra.pless@gmail.com

Dr. Pless is a court-recognized expert with over 20 years of experience in environmental consulting
conducting and managing interdisciplinary environmental research projects and preparing and
reviewing environmental permits and other documents for U.S. and European stakeholder groups.
Her broad-based experience includes air quality and air pollution control; water quality, water
supply, and water pollution control; biological resources; public health and safety; noise studies;
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), Clean Air Act (“CAA”), and National
Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) review; industrial ecology and risk assessment; and use of a
wide range of environmental software.

EDUCATION
Doctorate in Environmental Science and Engineering (D.Env.), University of California
Los Angeles, 2001
Master of Science (equivalent) in Biology (focus on Limnology), Technical University of Munich,
Germany, 1991

PROFESSIONAL HISTORY
Pless Environmental, Inc., Principal, 2008–present
Environmental Consultant, Sole Proprietor, 2006–2008
Leson & Associates (previously Leson Environmental Consulting), Kensington, CA,
Environmental Scientist/Project Manager, 1997–2005
University of California Los Angeles, Graduate Research Assistant/Teaching Assistant, 1994–1996
ECON Research and Development, Environmental Scientist, Ingelheim, Germany, 1992–1993
Biocontrol, Environmental Projects Manager, Ingelheim, Germany, 1991–1992

REPRESENTATIVE EXPERIENCE
Air Quality and Pollution Control
Projects include CEQA/NEPA review; CAA attainment and non-attainment new source review;
prevention of significant deterioration (“PSD”) and Title V permitting; control technology analyses
(BACT, LAER, RACT, BARCT, BART, MACT); technology evaluations and cost-effectiveness
analyses; criteria and toxic pollutant and greenhouse gas emission inventories; emission offsets;
ambient and source monitoring; analysis of emissions estimates and ambient air pollutant
concentration modeling. Some typical projects include:
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— Provided expert support for intervention in California Energy Commission (“CEC”)
proceedings for numerous power plants including natural gas-fired, integrated gasification
combined-cycle, geothermal (flash and binary) solar (thermal and photovoltaic) facilities with
respect to air quality including emission reduction credits, hazards and hazardous materials,
public health, noise, and biological resources.
— Critically reviewed and prepared technical comments on the air quality, biology, noise, water
quality, and public health and safety sections of CEQA/NEPA documents for numerous
commercial, residential, and industrial projects (e.g., power plants, airports, residential
developments, retail developments, university expansions, hospitals, refineries,
slaughterhouses, asphalt plants, food processing facilities, slaughterhouses, feedlots, printing
facilities, mines, quarries, landfills, and recycling facilities) and provided litigation support in a
number of cases filed under CEQA.
— Critically reviewed and prepared technical comments on the air quality and public health
sections of the Los Angeles Airport Master Plan (Draft, Supplement, and Final Environmental
Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report) for the City of El Segundo. Provided
technical comments on the Draft and Final General Conformity Determination for the
preferred alternative submitted to the Federal Aviation Administration.
— Prepared comments on proposed PSD and Title V permit best available control technology
(“BACT”) analysis for greenhouse gas emissions from a proposed direct reduced iron facility
in Louisiana.
— Prepared technical comments on U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”)’s Inhalation of
Fugitive Dust: A Screening Assessment of the Risks Posed by Coal Combustion Waste Landfills
prepared for EPA’s proposed coal combustion waste landfill rule.
— Prepared technical comments on the potential air quality impacts of the California Air
Resources Board’s Proposed Actions to Further Reduce Particulate Matter at High Priority California
Railyards.
— For several California refineries, evaluated compliance of fired sources with Bay Area Air
Quality Management District Rule 9-10. This required evaluation and review of hundreds of
source tests to determine if refinery-wide emission caps and compliance monitoring provisions
were being met.
— Critically reviewed and prepared technical comments on draft Title V permits for several
refineries and other industrial facilities in California.
— Evaluated the public health impacts of locating big-box retail developments in densely
populated areas in California and Hawaii. Monitored and evaluated impacts of diesel exhaust
emissions and noise on surrounding residential communities.
— In conjunction with the permitting of several residential and commercial developments,
conducted studies to determine baseline concentrations of diesel exhaust particulate matter
using an aethalometer.
— For an Indiana steel mill, evaluated technology to control NOx and CO emissions from fired
sources, including electric arc furnaces and reheat furnaces, to establish BACT. This required a
comprehensive review of U.S. and European operating experience. The lowest emission levels
were being achieved by steel mills using selective catalytic reduction (“SCR”) and selective
non-catalytic reduction (“SNCR”) in Sweden and The Netherlands.
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— For a California petroleum coke calciner, evaluated technology to control NOx, CO, VOCs, and
PM10 emissions from the kiln and pyroscrubbers to establish BACT and LAER. This required a
review of state and federal clearinghouses, working with regulatory agencies and pollution
control vendors, and obtaining and reviewing permits and emissions data from other similar
facilities. The best-controlled facilities were located in the South Coast Air Quality Management District.
— For a Kentucky coal-fired power plant, identified the lowest NOx levels that had been
permitted and demonstrated in practice to establish BACT. Reviewed operating experience of
European, Japanese, and U.S. facilities and evaluated continuous emission monitoring data.
The lowest NOx levels had been permitted and achieved in Denmark and in the U.S. in Texas
and New York.
— In support of efforts to lower the CO BACT level for power plant emissions, evaluated the
contribution of CO emissions to tropospheric ozone formation and co-authored report on
same.
— Critically reviewed and prepared technical comments on applications for certification
(“AFCs”) for numerous natural-gas fired, solar, biomass, and geothermal power plants in
California permitted by the California Energy Commission. The comments addressed
construction and operational emissions inventories and dispersion modeling, BACT
determinations for combustion turbine generators, fluidized bed combustors, diesel emergency
B11-28
generators, etc.
— Critically reviewed and prepared technical comments on draft PSD permits for several natural
gas-fired power plants in California, Indiana, and Oregon. The comments addressed emission
inventories, greenhouse gas emissions, BACT, case-by-case MACT, compliance monitoring,
cost-effectiveness analyses, and enforceability of permit limits.
— For a California refinery, evaluated technology to control NOx and CO emissions from
CO Boilers to establish RACT/BARCT to comply with BAAQMD Rule 9-10. This required a
review of BACT/RACT/LAER clearinghouses, working with regulatory agencies across the
U.S., and reviewing federal and state regulations and State Implementation Plans (“SIPs”). The
lowest levels were required in a South Coast Air Quality Management District rule and in the
Texas SIP.
— In support of several federal lawsuits filed under the federal Clean Air Act, prepared costeffectiveness analyses for SCR and oxidation catalysts for simple cycle gas turbines and
evaluated opacity data.
— Provided litigation support for a CEQA lawsuit addressing the adequacy of pollution control
equipment at a biomass cogeneration plant.
— Prepared comments and provided litigation support on several proposed regulations including
the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District Rule 1406 (fugitive dust emission
reduction credits for road paving); South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 1316,
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District Rule 2201, Antelope Valley Air Quality
Management District Regulation XIII, and Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District
Regulation XIII (implementation of December 2002 amendments to the federal Clean Air Act).
— Critically reviewed draft permits for several ethanol plants in California, Indiana, Ohio, and
Illinois and prepared technical comments.
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— Reviewed state-wide average emissions, state-of-the-art control devices, and emissions
standards for construction equipment and developed recommendations for mitigation
measures for numerous large construction projects.
— Researched sustainable building concepts and alternative energy and determined their
feasibility for residential and commercial developments, e.g., regional shopping malls and
hospitals.
— Provided comprehensive environmental and regulatory services for an industrial laundry
chain. Facilitated permit process with the South Coast Air Quality Management District.
Developed test protocol for VOC emissions, conducted field tests, and used mass balance
methods to estimate emissions. Reduced disposal costs for solvent-containing waste streams
by identifying alternative disposal options. Performed health risk screening for air toxics
emissions. Provided permitting support. Renegotiated sewer surcharges with wastewater
treatment plant. Identified new customers for shop-towel recycling services.
— Designed computer model to predict performance of biological air pollution control (biofilters)
as part of a collaborative technology assessment project, co-funded by several major chemical
manufacturers.
— Experience using a wide range of environmental software, including air dispersion models, air
emission modeling software, database programs, and geographic information systems.
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Water Quality and Pollution Control
Experience in water quality and pollution control, including surface water and ground water
quality and supply studies, evaluating water and wastewater treatment technologies, and
identifying, evaluating and implementing pollution controls. Some typical projects include:
— Evaluated impacts of on-shore oil drilling activities on large-scale coastal erosion in Nigeria.
— For a 500-MW combined-cycle power plant, prepared a study to evaluate the impact of
proposed groundwater pumping on local water quality and supply, including a nearby stream,
springs, and a spring-fed waterfall. The study was docketed with the California Energy
Commission.
— For a 500-MW combined-cycle power plant, identified and evaluated methods to reduce water
use and water quality impacts. These included the use of zero-liquid-discharge systems and
alternative cooling technologies, including dry and parallel wet-dry cooling. Prepared cost
analyses and evaluated impact of options on water resources. This work led to a settlement in
which parallel wet dry cooling and a crystallizer were selected, replacing 100 percent
groundwater pumping and wastewater disposal to evaporation ponds.
— For a homeowner’s association, reviewed a California Coastal Commission staff report on the
replacement of 12,000 linear feet of wooden bulkhead with PVC sheet pile armor. Researched
and evaluated impact of proposed project on lagoon water quality, including sediment
resuspension, potential leaching of additives and sealants, and long-term stability.
Summarized results in technical report.

Comment Letter B11

Applied Ecology, Industrial Ecology and Risk Assessment
Experience in applied ecology, industrial ecology and risk assessment, including human and
ecological risk assessments, life cycle assessment, evaluation and licensing of new chemicals, and
fate and transport studies of contaminants. Experienced in botanical, phytoplankton, and intertidal
species identification and water chemistry analyses. Some typical projects include:
— Conducted technical, ecological, and economic assessments of product lines from agricultural
fiber crops for European equipment manufacturer; co-authored proprietary client reports.
— Developed life cycle assessment methodology for industrial products, including agricultural
fiber crops and mineral fibers; analyzed technical feasibility and markets for thermal insulation
materials from natural plant fibers and conducted comparative life cycle assessments.
— For the California Coastal Conservancy, San Francisco Estuary Institute, Invasive Spartina
Project, evaluated the potential use of a new aquatic pesticide for eradication of non-native,
invasive cordgrass (Spartina spp.) species in the San Francisco Estuary with respect to water
quality, biological resources, and human health and safety. Assisted staff in preparing an
amendment to the Final EIR.
— Evaluated likelihood that organochlorine pesticide concentrations detected at a U.S. naval air
station are residuals from past applications of these pesticides consistent with manufacturers’
recommendations. Retained as expert witness in federal court case.
— Prepared human health risk assessments of air pollutant emissions from several industrial and
commercial establishments, including power plants, refineries, and commercial laundries.
— Managed and conducted laboratory studies to license pesticides. This work included the
evaluation of the adequacy and identification of deficiencies in existing physical/chemical and
health effects data sets, initiating and supervising studies to fill data gaps, conducting
environmental fate and transport studies, and QA/QC compliance at subcontractor
laboratories. Prepared licensing applications and coordinated the registration process with
German environmental protection agencies. This work led to regulatory approval of several
pesticide applications in less than six months.
— Designed and implemented database on physical/chemical properties, environmental fate,
and health impacts of pesticides for a major multi-national pesticide manufacturer.
— Designed and managed experimental toxicological study on potential interference of delta9-tetrahydrocannabinol in food products with U.S. employee drug testing; co-authored peerreviewed publication.
— Critically reviewed and prepared technical comments on applications for certification for
several natural-gas fired, solar, and geothermal power plants and transmission lines in
California permitted by the California Energy Commission. The comments addressed avian
collisions and electrocution, construction and operational noise impacts on wildlife, risks from
brine ponds, and impacts on endangered species.
— For a 180-MW geothermal power plant, evaluated the impacts of plant construction and
operation on the fragile desert ecosystem in the Salton Sea area. This work included baseline
noise monitoring and assessing the impact of noise, brine handling and disposal, and air
emissions on local biota, public health, and welfare.
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— Designed research protocols for a coastal ecological inventory in Southern California;
developed sampling methodologies, coordinated field sampling, determined species
abundance and distribution in intertidal zone, and conducted statistical data analyses.
— Designed and conducted limnological study on effects of physical/chemical parameters on
phytoplankton succession; performed water chemistry analyses and identified phytoplankton
species; co-authored two journal articles on results.

PRO BONO ACTIVITIES
Founding member of “SecondAid,” a non-profit organization providing tsunami relief for the
recovery of small family businesses in Sri Lanka. (www.secondaid.org.)

PUBLICATIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS
Available upon request.
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I.

INTRODUCTION

The Phillips 66 Santa Maria Refinery (SMR), located in San Louis Obispo County, is
proposing to modify an existing rail spur to accommodate train delivery of cost-advantaged
crude oils, to replace local supplies. The proposed tracks and unloading facilities would be
designed to accommodate unit trains of up to five unit trains per week, consisting of 80 tank cars
and associated locomotives and other supporting cars as well as periodic manifest trains of fewer
cars not dedicated to SMR oil (Project). I was asked by Communities for a Better Environment
(CBE), the Sierra Club, ForestEthics, and the Center for Biological Diversity to review the
Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR or Santa Maria RDEIR) 1and prepare
comments on a limited number of issues. This RDEIR replaces a former Draft Environmental
Impact Report on a similar Project (DEIR) 2 issued in November 2013 that I also commented on.
My evaluation, presented below, indicates the RDEIR fails to disclose the link between
the Rail Spur Project and three other directly related projects: (1) the Propane Recovery Project
at Phillips 66's Rodeo facility; (2) the Rodeo Refinery Marine Terminal Offload Limit Revision
Project; and (3) the Throughput Increase Project at the Santa Maria Refinery. The impacts of
these directly related projects should have been evaluated as a single project. Together, they
result in many significant impacts that were not disclosed in the Rail Spur Project RDEIR.
The RDEIR fails to evaluate the impacts resulting from a significant switch in crude
slate, from locally sourced heavy crudes to tar sands crudes. The entire Project, comprising the
four piecemealed projects, would result in significant unmitigated air quality, global warming,
water supply, biological, and corrosion-caused risk of upset and other impacts, either not
disclosed, improperly analyzed, or not mitigated in the RDEIR.
Finally, the RDEIR’s hazard analysis fails to include the portions of the route where train
accidents are most likely to occur due to steep grades and poor condition of tracks and bridges –
from the stateline to the rail yards in Roseville and Colton, fails to analyze a worst case spill, and
fails to disclose the significant difficulty of cleaning up a tar sands spill to waterways. The
railroad tracks in these omitted areas parallel the water supply for most of California. A
derailment that spilled significant amounts of tar sands crudes in these waterways could shut
down the water supply for most of the state, resulting in significant unmitigated impacts on
agricultural and municipal water supplies and significant aquatic biological impacts.
My resume is included in Exhibit 1 to these comments. I have over 40 years of
experience in the field of environmental engineering, including air emissions and air pollution
1

San Luis Obispo County, Phillips 66 Company Rail Spur Extension and Crude Unloading Project Revised Public
Draft Environmental Impact Report and Vertical Coastal Access Project Assessment, October 2014,
SCH # 2013071028; Available at:
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Santa+Maria+Refinery+Rail+Project/Phillips+66+Company+Rail+Spur+Ex
tension+Project+(Oct+2014)/Phillips+SMR+Rail+Project+Public+Draft+EIR.pdf.
2

Marine Research Specialists (MRS), Phillips 66 Company Rail Spur Extension Project Public Draft Environmental
Impact Report and Vertical Coastal Access Assessment, November 2013.
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control; greenhouse gas emission inventory and control; air quality management; water quality
and water supply investigations; hazardous waste investigations; hazard investigations; risk of
upset modeling; environmental permitting; nuisance investigations (odor, noise); environmental
impact reports/statements, including California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documentation; risk assessments; and litigation support.
I have M.S. and Ph.D. degrees in environmental engineering from the University of
California at Berkeley with minors in Hydrology and Mathematics. I am a licensed professional
engineer (chemical, environmental) in five states, including California; a Board Certified
Environmental Engineer, certified in Air Pollution Control by the American Academy of
Environmental Engineers; and a Qualified Environmental Professional, certified by the Institute
of Professional Environmental Practice.
I have prepared comments, responses to comments and sections of EIRs for both
proponents and opponents of projects on air quality, water supply, water quality, hazardous
waste, public health, risk assessment, worker health and safety, odor, risk of upset, noise, land
use and other areas for well over 100 documents. This work includes Environmental Impact
Reports (EIRs), Negative Declarations (NDs), and Mitigated Negative Declarations (MNDs) for
all California refineries as well as various other permitting actions for tar sands and light shale
crude refinery upgrades in Indiana, Louisiana, Michigan, Ohio, South Dakota, Utah, and Texas
and liquefied natural gas (LNG) facilities in Texas, Louisiana, and New York. I was a consultant
to a former owner of the subject refinery on CEQA and other environmental issues for over a
decade and am thus very familiar with both the Rodeo Refinery and the Santa Maria Refinery
and their joint operations.
My work has been cited in two published CEQA opinions: (1) Berkeley Keep Jets Over
the Bay Committee, City of San Leandro, and City of Alameda et al. v. Board of Port
Commissioners (August 30, 2001) 111 Cal.Rptr.2d 598 and Communities for a Better
Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management Dist. (2010) 48 Cal.4th 310.
II.

THE PROJECT IS PIECEMEALED

The Phillips 66 San Francisco Refinery (SFR) consists of two facilities linked by a
200-mile pipeline. Santa Maria RDEIR, Fig. 2-2. The Santa Maria Refinery (SMR) is located in
Arroyo Grande, in San Luis Obispo County, while the Rodeo Refinery is located in Rodeo in the
San Francisco Bay Area. The Santa Maria Refinery mainly processes heavy, high sulfur crude
oil and sends semi-refined liquid products, e.g., gas oil and pressure distillates 3, to the Rodeo
Refinery for converting into finished products. See, e.g., Propane Recovery RDEIR, p. 3-25.
3

The permits to operate for the Santa Maria Refinery and various pump stations along the pipeline indicate that the
materials sent from Santa Maria to Rodeo are gas oil and “pressure distillates.” The “pressure distillates” are
referred to as “naphtha” in the subject RDEIRs. However, there are different types of naphtha, depending upon the
boiling range. Full range naphtha, which is presumably what “pressure distillate” is intended to capture, is the
fraction of hydrocarbons boiling between 30 C and 200 C. It consists of a complex mixture of hydrocarbons
generally having between 5 and 12 carbon atmos and comprises 15% to 30% of the crude oil by weight. Light
naphtha is the fraction boiling between 30 C and 90 C and consists of molecules with 5 to 6 carbon atoms.
See, e.g., http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Naphtha.
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Phillips 66 is planning to replace a significant portion of its baseline crude slate with
cost-advantaged crudes delivered to its California refineries by ship and rail. There are currently
four related projects at the San Francisco Refinery (comprising the Santa Maria and Rodeo
Refineries) that have recently been permitted or that are currently in the process of being
permitted that are inextricably linked and should have been evaluated as a single Project under
CEQA. Two are located at the Rodeo end of the pipeline and two are located at the Santa Maria
end of the pipeline. These four projects are:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Santa Maria Refinery Throughput Increase Project; 4
Santa Maria Refinery Rail Spur Project (RDEIR);
Rodeo Refinery Propane Recovery Project; 5
Rodeo Refinery Marine Terminal Offload Limit Revision Project. 6

I previously commented on the relationship between the Santa Maria Refinery
Throughput Project, the Santa Maria Refinery Rail Spur Project, 7 and the Rodeo Refinery
Propane Recovery Project 8 in comments on previous CEQA documents. These comments are
included here in Exhibits 2 and 3. I reassert these comments as they are still valid and have not
been addressed in either the Santa Maria Refinery Rail Spur Project RDEIR or the Propane
Recovery RDEIR.
B11-28

However, the SMR Rail Spur Project and Rodeo Refinery Propane Recovery RDEIRs
both raise a new issue that seeks to demonstrate that these two projects are not related. This new
issue, an alleged vapor pressure constraint, has not been addressed in other comments on
piecemealing. The SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR, p. 2-31, asserts out of the blue, without
mentioning the Rodeo Refinery Propane Recovery Project:
“Prior to pipeline shipment to the Rodeo Refinery the naphtha and gas oils are stored in tanks
located at the SMR. These storage tanks have vapor pressure limits are required by the San Luis
Obispo County Air Pollution Control District (SLOAPCD) permit, which limits the vapor pressure
to 11 pisa [sic]. Historically, and currently the SMR tanks operate at about 10 psia (pounds per
square inch absolute). These pressure limits restrict the amount of propane/butane that can be
contained in naphtha and gas oils that are shipped to the Rodeo Refinery. The majority of the
4

Marine Research Specialists, Phillips 66 Santa Maria Refinery Throughput Increase Project, Final Environmental
Impact Report, October 2012 (SMF FEIR); Available at: http://slocleanair.org/phillips66feir.

5

Contra Costa County Department of Conservation and Development, Phillips 66 Propane Recovery Project
Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report, SCH # 2012072046, October 2014, Available at:
http://www.cccounty.us/DocumentCenter/View/33804.

6

ERM and BAAQMD, CEQA Initial Study, Marine Terminal Offload Limit Revision Project, Phillips 66 Refinery,
Rodeo, California, BAAQMD Permit Application 22904, December 2012; Phillips 66, Application for Authority to
Construct and Minor Modification to Major Facility Review Permit, Revision of Permit Condition 4336 Part 7,
Phillips 66 San Francisco Refinery; Major Facility Review Permit, Phillips 66 – San Francisco Refinery, Facility
#A0016, Condition 4336, pp. 497-498, August 1, 2014.

7

Phyllis Fox, Comments on Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Rail Spur Extension Project, Santa
Maria, California, Prepared for Sierra Club, San Francisco, January 27, 2014.

8

Phyllis Fox, Comments on Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Propane Recovery Project, Prepared
for Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP on behalf of Rodeo Citizens Association, November 15, 2013.
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propane/butane that is contained in the crude oils process at the SMR ends up in the refinery fuel
gas. Figure 2-10 provides a simplified flow diagram of the SMR.”

The Rodeo Refinery Propane Recovery Project RDEIR, on the other hand, includes a
brief discussion of the Santa Maria Refinery. This discussion first asserts that “[t]he proposed
Project [Propane Recovery] is independent of and would have no effect on SMF [Santa Maria
Facility] operations.” Propane RDEIR, p. 3-25. It goes on to make an argument, again out of the
blue, that is very similar to the one cited above from the Santa Maria Refinery Rail Spur Project
RDEIR (Propane RDEIR, pp. 3-25/26):
“The storage tanks located along the 200-mile pipeline between the two refineries have maximum
vapor pressure limits imposed by the San Luis Obispo County and San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control Districts which constrain the amount of butane and propane that can be included
in the semi-refined products. Increasing the amount of butane and propane in the semirefined
products would increase the vapor pressure of the material. Historically and currently these storage
tanks contain products which are at or near the maximum vapor pressure limits. Additional butane
and/or propane would cause the products to exceed the vapor pressure limits of the storage tanks.
Accordingly, no new butane and propane can be added to the semi-refined products sent from the
Santa Maria Refinery to the Rodeo Refinery regardless of the types of crude oil that may be
processed at the Santa Maria Refinery.”

These arguments attempt to demonstrate that there can be no link between these two
projects as vapor pressure permit limits on tanks that store the gas oil and pressure distillate sent
from Santa Maria to Rodeo would prohibit any increase in propane and butane as they
historically and currently operate near their limits. These claims are incorrect as the assertions
are wrong. There either are no vapor pressure limits on the subject tanks, or the materials stored
in them have vapor pressures far below their permitted limits.
A.

Vapor Pressure Constraints Are Unsupported

The RDEIRs contains no support whatsoever for these vapor pressure claims. Thus, it
fails as a CEQA document. Support should include identification of the permits, tanks, and
permit conditions that restrict vapor pressure and certified vapor pressure monitoring data for
each subject tank. None of this information is in the record.
Therefore, I researched the issue, obtained permits, and identified the tanks that store the
subject gas oil and pressure distillate, and obtained vapor pressure monitoring data from the
San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District (SLOCAPCD). My research indicates
that these claims are wrong.
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1.

Santa Maria Refinery Tanks

The Santa Maria Refinery produces two semi-refined products – gas oil and pressure
distillate. These products are stored in on-site tanks and sent by pipeline to the Rodeo Refinery
to convert them to finished products such as gasoline. Emissions from these tanks are regulated
by the SLOCAPCD Permit to Operate for the Santa Maria Refinery (Refinery Permit). 9 The
Refinery Permit indicates that gas oil is stored in Tanks 800 and 801 and pressure distillate is
stored in Tanks 550 and 511. PTO Conditions II.B.1.a and d, p. 8. The vapor pressure of the
materials stored in these tanks should not appreciably change during pipeline transport to Rodeo.
As discussed below, the vapor pressures of both gas oil and pressure distillate stored in tanks at
the Santa Maria Refinery sent to Rodeo are significantly less than claimed in the RDEIRs.
a. Pressure Distillate Tanks 800/801
Pressure distillate, the more volatile of the two semi-refined products, is stored in
52,000-barrel, welded-shell, dome-roof tanks that are controlled by a methane blanket and vapor
recovery system (Process A-2). These tanks must comply with SLOCAPCD Rule 425 10. Rule
425, Section D.5.b applies. This section exempts these tanks from vapor pressure limits as
emissions are controlled with a vapor loss control device listed in Section E.3 (E.3 Vapor
Recovery System). Thus, there are no vapor pressure limits on the tanks that store pressure
distillate that is sent to Rodeo as the vapors are recovered, contrary to the assertion in the SMR
Rail Spur Project RDEIR that there is a vapor pressure limit of 11 psia.
The SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR further asserts that the “SMR tanks operate at about
10 psia”, without identifying the tanks. SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR, p. 2-31. As gas oil is
much less volatile, this comment likely refers to pressure distillate. Regardless, even if the
pressure distillate tanks were limited to a vapor pressure of 11 psia (which they are not as they
are otherwise controlled), the vapor pressure of the pressure distillate that is stored in them is not
“about 10 psia”. Rather, annual emission inventory data obtained from the SLOCAPCD
(Exhibit 4) indicate that the pressure distillate tanks have operated at 6.2 psia over the period
2009 to 2013. Thus, the claims in the SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR, p. 2-31, are wrong as to
the pressure distillate storage tanks at the Santa Maria Refinery. These tanks do not have vapor
pressure limits as they are controlled. Further, they are operating far below the erroneously
claimed limit of 11 psia.
b. Gas Oil Tanks 500/501
Gas oil is stored in 76,500 barrel welded-shell, external floating pontoon roof, single shoe
seal tanks. Rule 425, Section D.4, limits the vapor pressure of these tanks to 0.5 psia. Vapor
pressure data that I obtained from the SLOCAPCD (Exhibit 4) indicate that the gas oils stored in
these tanks had true vapor pressures of 0.27 psia over the period 2009 to 2013, much less

9

Permit to Operate No. 44-52, Phillips 66 Company - Santa Maria Refinery, November 6, 2013.

10

SIP Rule 407.A.2, also cited in this condition, is superceded by Rule 425. Email from Dean Carlson,
SLOCAPCD, to Phyllis Fox, November 21, 2014, Re: SMR Questions, Response (2).
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than 0.5 psia. The SLOCAPCD permit engineer explained that when higher vapor pressure
material is encountered, it is routed to the pressure distillate tanks. 11
2.

The SMR-to-Rodeo Refinery Pipeline

The semi-refined products stored in Tanks 500, 501, 800, and 801 are pumped into the
200-mile long pipeline and sent to Rodeo for refining into finished products. There are several
pump stations along this pipeline, used to increase the pressure as needed to overcome pressure
losses from friction during transport. Storage tanks are present at some of these pump stations.
These materials are generally sent directly to Rodeo, without being diverted to tanks
along the pipeline, as suggested in the Propane Recovery Project RDEIR, pp. 3-25/26. Phillips
Pipeline LLC modified operation of this pipeline several years ago to reduce off-loading of gas
oil and pressure distillate at pump stations. 12 While it is possible that an upset or operational
abnormality could require material to be temporarily offloaded at pump station tanks, this is not
the normal operational mode. Further, as discussed elsewhere, the vapor pressure of the semirefined products are far below the vapor pressure limits. The former Creston and Summit pump
stations were not needed after the operational change and thus no longer have active
permits. 13 Other pump stations along the pipeline are primarily used just to push the material
along. 14
Thus, gas oil and pressure distillate that enters the pipeline at Santa Maria arrive at Rodeo
with the same vapor pressure. The operation is steady state with little variation in measured
vapor pressures from year to year. 15 The vapor pressure data reported by SLOAPCD (Exhibit 4)
indicates that these tanks operate far below their permit limits. Within the SLOCAPCD, only the
Santa Margarita and Shandon pump stations have active SLOCAPCD permits for storage tanks.
a.

SLOCAPCD Pump Stations

Santa Margarita Pump Station Tanks
The Santa Margarita Pump Station Permit to Operate 16 lists four tanks. Three of them
(55422, 55408, 110404) have vapor pressure limits of 11 psia, consistent with pressure distillate.
Two of these pressure distillate tanks (55422, 55408) are vented to a carbon absorption vapor
control system when pressure distillate is stored. The fourth tank (175420) has a vapor pressure

11

Personal communication, Dean Carlson, SLOCAPCD, to Phyllis Fox, November 20, 2014.

12

Email from Dean Carlson, SLOCAPCD, to Phyllis Fox, November 21, 2014, Re: SMR Questions, Response (5).

13

Email from Dean Carlson, SLOCAPCD, to Phyllis Fox, November 20, 2014, Re: P66 Pump Stations.

14

Email from Dean Carlson, SLOCAPCD, to Phyllis Fox, November 21, 2014, Re: SMR Questions, Response (5).

15

Email from Dean Carlson, SLOCAPCD, to Phyllis Fox, November 21, 2014, Re: SMR Questions, Response (4).

16

SLOAPCD, Permit to Operate Number 404-9, Phillips Pipeline LLC, Santa Margarita Pump Station, May 2,
2012, Condition 5.

B11-28

Comment Letter B11

limit of 1.5 psia. Vapor pressure data that I obtained from the SLOCAPCD (Exhibit 4) indicates
the following vapor pressure ranges for these four tanks over the period 2009 to 2013:
•
•
•
•

Tank 55408: 0.26 to 4.79 psia (limit: 11 psia)
Tank 55422: 0.36 to 5.05 psia (limit: 11 psia)
Tank 11040: 0.24 to 0.4 psia (limit: 11 psia)
Tank 175420: 0.07 to 0.49 psia (limit: 1.5 psia)

All of these tanks are operating at vapor pressures far below their permit limits. Thus, the
claim in the RDEIRs that they are operating close to their limits, precluding any increase in
propane and butane, is incorrect.
Shandon Pump Station Tank
The Shandon Pump Station Permit to Operate lists a single 35,000 barrel pontoon floating
roof tank, permitted to store organic liquids with a true vapor pressure not to exceed 1.5 psia. 17
The SLOCAPCD inventory data also indicate that gas oil has been stored in this tank. Over the
period 2009 to 2013, the true vapor pressure ranged from 0.12 psia to 0.24 psia, substantially
lower than the 1.5 psia vapor pressure limit. Thus, the claim in the RDEIRs that this tank is
operating close to its vapor pressure limit, precluding any increase in propane and butane, is
incorrect.
b.

SJVAPCD Pump Station Tanks

There are five pump stations in the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
(SJVAPCD) along the subject pipeline that have active permits to operate and which include
tanks that could store gas oils and pressure distillate, if offloaded during transit to the Rodeo
Refinery: (1) McKittrick (S1521); (2) Sunset (S 1522): (3) Shale (S1523); (4) Midway (S1525);
and (5) Junction (S 1518). While I was unable to obtain either permits to operate or vapor
pressure data for these tanks due to inadequate review time, there is no reason to expect that the
vapor pressure of the SMR gas oils and pressure distillates shipped out of the SLOCAPCD into
the segment of the pipeline under the jurisdiction of the SJVAPCD (and beyond the Bay Area
Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD)) would change during transit to Rodeo. Further,
there would be little if any reason to transfer pipeline material into these tanks, once destined for
Rodeo.
B.

Refinery Fuel Gas

The SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR asserts that the majority of the propane and butane
would be partitioned into the refinery fuel gas. SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR, p. 2-31. This
depends on the design of the crude tower, i.e., the temperature cut points, which was not
disclosed in the RDEIR. Distillate cut points could be optimized to route more of the propane
and butane into the naphtha. However, I agree that most of the butane likely would be
17
SLOCAPCD, Permit to Operate Number 505-4, Phillips Pipeline LLC, Shandon Pump Station, May 2, 2012,
Condition 5.
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partitioned into the refinery fuel gas, but a significant amount of the propane would be present in
the pressure distillate. Butane is present in much lower amounts than propane in the tar sands
crudes identified in the RDEIR.
Regardless, the amount partitioned to the fuel gas at Santa Maria would depend on the
amount present in the imported crudes, which would depend largely on the type of diluent if tar
sands are imported, or otherwise, the specific light crude, as some are highly enriched in propane
and butane.
The SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR fails as a CEQA informational document as none of
the information required to address this point is disclosed. Further, the semi-refined products
from refining rail-imported crudes at the Santa Maria Refinery will generate additional amounts
of propane and butane when refined at Rodeo, compared to the SMR baseline crude slate. Thus,
the fuel gas argument is without merit.
C.

Source of Increased Amounts of Propane and Butane Feedstocks at Santa
Maria Refinery

The Santa Maria Rail Spur Project and Propane Recovery Project RDEIRs attempt to
rebut any connection between these two projects by hiding behind the vapor pressure argument.
However, this argument is not persuasive, as demonstrated above. In fact, most all of the costadvantaged crudes flooding into the market will allow the SMR to produce propane/butane-rich,
semi-refined products and the Rodeo Refinery to recover more propane and butane from them
than available in their baseline crude slates.
The amount of propane and butane (or its precursors) in the Santa Maria Refinery railimported crudes could be substantial, significantly more than in the SMR baseline crude slate,
depending upon the specific crudes that are imported. Pressure distillate is the lighter of the two
semi-refined products sent to Rodeo. It is mostly naphtha with some material in the kerosene
and diesel boiling range. The raw naphtha, for example, can contain significant amount of
pentane, 18 which would be recovered at Rodeo by the Propane Recovery Project. Naphtha, for
example, is a feed to the proposed LPG 19 Recovery Unit at the Rodeo Refinery. Further, Santa
Maria Refinery gas oil is a feed to various hydrocracking units at Rodeo that break it down into
recoverable propane and butane feedstocks.
The SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR states that rail-imported crude oils would be sourced
from oilfields throughout North America based on market economics and other factors.
SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR, pp. 1-4 & 2-22. The RDEIR identifies two tar sands crudes
(RDEIR, pp. 2-3, 4.12-27, Tables 2.6 & 4.3.13, 4.7.14) and admits it has received another for
about one year. SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR pp. ES-14, 4.13-27, 2-31, 2-33, 5-3. While it
asserts Bakken crudes will not be imported, the RDEIR does not contain any conditions that
restrict the types of crudes that will be imported. Thus, the Santa Maria RDEIR should have
18

See, for example, Tesoro Material Safety Data Sheet, Naphtha; Available at:
http://www.collectioncare.org/MSDS/naphthamsds.pdf.
19

LPG = Liquefied Petroleum Gas = propane + butane.
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evaluated the full range of potential cost-advantaged crudes that could be imported. The crudes
that the RDEIR specifically identifies, plus other cost-advantaged crudes available in the market,
would increase the amount of propane and butane that could be recovered at the Rodeo Refinery,
compared to the SMR baseline. These various crudes are discussed below.
1.

DilBit Tar Sands Crudes

The SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR identifies Access Western Blend 20 and Peace River
Heavy21 as potential crudes that could be delivered via rail and processed at the Santa Maria
Refinery. SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR, pp. 2-3, 4.12-27, Tables 2.6 & 4.3.13, 4.7.14. The
RDEIR also admits that SMR has received Canadian tar sands crude oil for about one year
(post-baseline), specifically Kearl Lake, which made up 2% to 7% of the processed crude slate.
SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR pp. ES-14, 4.13-27, 2-31, 2-33, 5-3. The RDEIR also asserts that
Bakken crudes will not be imported. However, the RDEIR does not contain any conditions that
restrict the type of crudes that will be imported. Thus, the RDEIR should have evaluated the full
range of potential cost-advantaged crude imported.
Most tar sands crudes are too heavy to flow in a pipeline and to be transported in the type
of railcar proposed for the Project (i.e., no steam coils or dedicated steaming facilities at Santa
Maria), or unloaded and transferred to on-site storage tanks. Thus, they must be diluted or
thinned with a lighter hydrocarbon stream to reduce viscosity. These diluted tar sands crudes are
called “DilBits,” which is a shorthand expression for blends of diluent and tar sands bitumen.
All of the tar sands crudes mentioned in the RDEIR are DilBits. A DilBit typically contains 25%
to 30%+ diluent. The diluent is typically natural gas condensate, pentanes, or naphtha. 22
Diluent presents two opportunities to increase the amount of propane and butane that could be
recovered at Rodeo.
First, chemical composition data for the three tar sands crudes identified in the RDEIR
indicates they are loaded with propanes and butanes. Peace River Heavy contains 0.83 vol%
butanes and 7.05 vol% pentanes. 23 Access Western Blend contains 0.69 vol% butanes and
8.67% propanes. 24 Kearl Lake contains 0.83 vol% butanes and 10.2 vol% propanes. 25 Thus, it is

20

http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=AWB.

21

http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=PH.

22

Gary R. Brierley, Visnja A. Gembicki, and Tim M. Cowan, Changing Refinery Configurations for Heavy and
Synthetic Crude Processing, Available at:
https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/EFiling/edockets/searchDocuments.do?method=showPoup&documentId=%7BA0
7DE342-E9B1-402A-83F7-36B18DC3DD05%7D&documentTitle=5639138.
23

http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=PH.

24

http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=AWB.

25

http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=KDB.
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indisputable that the targeted tar sands crude would contribute to the butane and propane that
would be recovered by the Propane Recovery Project at Rodeo.
The SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR alleges these butanes and propanes would be
partitioned into the refinery fuel gas at SMR and thus would not reach the Rodeo Refinery. Most
of the butane, present in much smaller amounts, could be partitioned to the fuel gas, depending
on the temperature cut points of the distillation tower. However, most of the propane would
remain in the straight run naphtha produced in the crude tower. SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR,
Fig. 2-10. Thus, the amount of butane and propane remaining in the semi-refined products
headed to Rodeo, principally the pressure distillate, would be higher than in the baseline in
which only heavy sour crudes were processed. SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR, pp. 2-31.
Further, operation of the crude tower could be modified to incorporate more of the propane and
butane into the naphtha fraction.
Second, DilBits, when refined, will yield much greater amounts of naphtha, 26 the lighter
component of the pressure distillate sent to Rodeo and one of the feedstocks for propane
recovery. Propane Recovery Project RDEIR, Fig. 3-6. The higher yield of naphtha from
distilling DilBits, compared to heavy crudes, is illustrated in Figure 1. This bar chart compares
the output of the distillation column (crude tower) for two commonly refined conventional heavy
crudes (Arab Heavy and Maya, which are similar to the Santa Maria Refinery baseline crude
slate) and three Canadian tar sands crudes (raw bitumen, SynBit, and DilBit). The last bar in
Figure 1, 65/35 DilBit (65% bitumen, 35% diluent) is most similar to the crudes identified in the
SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR. Raw bitumen would be unlikely in large amounts without
additional steam support at the proposed rail terminal. The SMR is not designed to refine
SynBits so they also are unlikely imports.

26
N. Yamaguchi, Tight Oil and Oil Sands in the U.S. Crude Slate: What Fuel Marketers Need to Know, Available
at: http://fuelmarketernews.com/tight-oil-oil-sands-u-s-crude-slate-fuel-marketers-need-know/.
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Figure 1
Distillation Yields of Conventional and Canadian DilBit and SynBit

(From: Kevin Turini and others, Processing Heavy Crudes in Existing Refineries,
Slides, 2011 AIChe Meeting, Chicago, IL

DilBits are sometimes referred to as “dumbbell” or “barbell” crudes as the majority of the
diluent is C5 to C12 and the majority of the bitumen is C30+ boiling range material, with very little
in between. 27 This means these crudes have a lot of material boiling at each end of the boiling
point curve, but little in the middle. The 65/35 DilBit bar in Figure 1 indicates that these crudes
generate about twice as much “naphtha” as the heavy crudes they would replace.
This is further confirmed by a different distillate yield bar chart from another source in
Figure 2. This figure likewise confirms that switching from a heavy crude to a DilBit crude
would roughly double the amount of naphtha distilled from the crude, from 19.7% to 39% and
decrease gas oil from 27% to 16%. Additional amounts of both naphtha and gas oil would be
produced by cracking the vacuum bottoms in the coker.

27

Gary R. Brierley and others, Changing Refinery Configuration for Heavy and Synthetic Crude Processing, 2006;
Available at:
https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/EFiling/edockets/searchDocuments.do?method=showPoup&documentId=%7BA0
7DE342-E9B1-402A-83F7-36B18DC3DD05%7D&documentTitle=5639138.
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Figure 2
Distillation Yields of a Conventional Heavy Crude (Arab Heavy) and DilBits

(from: Nancy Yamaguchi, Tight Oil and Oil Sands in the U.S. Crude Slate:
What Fuel Marketers Need to Know, Fuel Marketer News; Available at:
http://fuelmarketernews.com/tight-oil-oil-sands-u-s-crude-slate-fuel-marketers-need-know/

The DilBits yield very little middle distillate fuels, such as diesel, heating oil, kerosene,
and jet fuel and more coke, than other heavy crudes. A typical DilBit, for example, will have
15% to 20% by weight light material, basically the added diluent, 10% to 15% middle distillate,
and the balance, >75% is heavy residual material (vacuum gas oil and residue) exiting the
distillation column. These characteristics, which distinguish DilBits from the current baseline
crude slate, have two major implications.
First, refining of DilBits at SMR will generate more naphtha, the lighter semi-refined
product, and less gas oil, thus changing the semi-refined product distribution. The increased
amount of naphtha, when processed at the Rodeo Refinery, will generate more propane and
butane. Naphtha, for example, is one of the feeds to the proposed LPG Recovery Unit. Propane
Recovery Project RDEIR, Fig. 3-6. In other words, the increased amounts of naphtha produced
from imported DilBit tar sands (or light tight crudes) would contain higher amount of propane
and butane precursors, which would not be partitioned to refinery fuel gas at the Santa Maria
Refinery as they would be present in the pressure distillate and refined at the Rodeo Refinery to
recover butane and propane.
The Project proposes to import 37,142 bbl/day of cost-advantaged crudes by rail. The
average baseline crude throughput for the Santa Maria Refinery (2010-2012) is 38,029 bbl/day.
SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR Table 2.7. Throughput data obtained from the SLOCAPCD
indicates that this crude input generated 20,714 bbl/day of gas oil and 11,633 bbl/day of pressure
distillate. Exhibit 5. Figures 1 and 2 indicate that DilBits could roughly double the amount of
naphtha distilled from the crude oil. Assuming that all of the pressure distillate is naphtha,
replacing 37,142 bbl/day of conventional heavy crudes with an equivalent amount of DilBit
crude could increase naphtha yield from 11,633 bbl/day to 22,723 bbl/day (37,142/38,029 ×

B11-28

Comment Letter B11

11,633 × 2 = 22,723) in the baseline and significantly more once the SMR Throughput Project is
operating at capacity. This significant increase in naphtha in the pressure distillate sent to Rodeo
would allow the recovery of significant additional propane and butane at the Rodeo Refinery,
relative to the baseline. This increase in naphtha in the pressure distillate would not exceed any
tank vapor pressure limits as all of the tanks are operating far below their limit and the vapor
pressure of the naphtha itself and the pressure distillate in which it is present are less than tank
vapor pressure limits.
Second, the refining of DilBits at SMR will increase the amount of coke. This would
increase emissions from coke dust and truck transport of coke, an impact not disclosed in the
SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR. This is further discussed in Comment III.
2.

Other Tar Sand Crudes

The RDEIR also does not exclude the import of heavier tar sands crudes. In general, at
refineries with cokers, such as Santa Maria Refinery, even decreases in API gravity (i.e., heavier
crude) can result in more propane and butane in the semi-refined products. 28
3.

Light Crudes

Finally, while the RDEIR asserts that Bakken crudes would not be imported (SMR Rail
Spur Project RDEIR, pp. ES-5, 1-4, 2-1, 2-22), there are many other cost-advantaged light crudes
that could be imported by rail. In general, the lighter the crude, the more butane and propane
that can be recovered when it is refined. 29 These include new sources of cost-advantaged North
American crudes, such as from the Permian (west Texas), Eagle Ford (south Texas), Granite
Wash (Texas Panhandle), and Niobrara (Colorado) basins, 30 as well as Rocky Mountain Sweet
(Casper, WY), and Mississippian Lime (Oklahoma). 31 Many of these crudes are already being
refined by Phillips 66. 32 These crudes contain significant amounts of propane and butane and

28

NPC North American Resource Development Study, September 15, 2011, p. 18.

29

See, e.g., NPC North American Resource Development Study, Natural Gas Liquids (NGLs), September 15, 2011,
p. 18; Available at: http://www.npc.org/prudent_development-topic_papers/1-13_ngl_paper.pdf.

30

Dangerous Goods Transport Consulting, Inc., 2014, p. 23 (vol% C2 – C5 in Eagle Ford crude reported as 8.3%);
Available at: composhttps://www.afpm.org/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=4229.
31
Alan Mazaud, Exergy Resources, May 23, 2013, Pennsylvania Rail Freight Seminar, Slide: Growth of Domestic
Production of Tight Oil.
32

Phillips 66 Third Quarter Conference Call Slides, October 29, 2014; Available at:
http://investor.phillips66.com/files/doc_presentations/2014/Earnings/PSX-Q3-News-Release-SlidesFINAL_v001_k94fx2.pdf.
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their precursors. The RDEIR does not exclude the rail import of any of these light, costadvantaged crudes.

4.

Other Sources of Propane/Butane

The gas oils and naphthas sent to Rodeo would be further refined. This refining itself
produces propane and butane. For example, the pressure distillate would be fed to hydrotreaters
and hydrocrackers, which would produce propane- and butane-rich streams. The gas oils would
be feed to cokers and hydrotreaters, which would also produce propane- and butane-rich streams.
Thus, the increased amount of propane and butane that could be recovered when these semirefined products generated from a lighter crude slate are further refined at Rodeo. Additional
propane and butane could be generated at Rodeo itself by switching to a lighter crude slate.
D.

Summary

In sum, the claims made in the RDEIRs in an attempt to decouple the Santa Maria
Refinery Rail Spur Project and the Rodeo Refinery Propane Recovery Project based on vapor
pressure limits have no merit. Some of the tanks have no vapor pressure limits at all, as vapors
are recovered. All of the tanks operate far below their permitted vapor pressure limits. Further,
the pipeline is operated to send semi-refined materials directly to Rodeo, without interim storage
in pump station tanks along the pipeline. Even if semi-refined products had to be offloaded, their
vapor pressures are far below permit limits. Thus, there is ample head room to increase the
vapor pressure of semi-refined products shipped from Santa Maria to Rodeo.
III.

EMISSIONS ARE UNDERESTIMATED

The SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR estimated emissions from locomotives, fugitive
emissions from railcars, pipeline components and crude oil storage tanks, a vapor recovery
carbon canister, and vehicle traffic. SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR, Sec. 4.3.4.2 & Appx. B.
However, it omitted other sources of emissions, discussed below.
The SMR Rail Spur Project is proposing to replace the majority of the current crude
slate (2010-2012: 38,100 bbl/day) with up to 100% tar sands crudes. The Project proposes to
import 37,142 bbl/day of cost-advantaged crudes by rail. SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR,
p. 2-23. Thus, the Project would replace 97% of the baseline crude slate with up to 100% tar
sands crude. The Throughput Increase Project will increase the crude permit level to 48,950
bbl/day. SMR Throughput Increase FEIR, p. 1-1. Thus, at full buildout, up to 76% of the crude
slate will be different crudes than in the baseline, potentially 100% tar sands crudes. These new
crudes have many chemical and physical properties that distinguish them from the baseline crude
slate and that will result in impacts that were not evaluated in the SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR.
These were discussed for both tar sands and light crudes in my previous comments in Exhibits 2
and 3, which are incorporated here by reference.
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A.

Emission Changes Due To Changes in Fuel Gas Composition

The SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR asserts that if significant amounts of propane and
butane were present in the imported crudes, as discussed in Comment II, they would be
partitioned into the Santa Maria refinery fuel gas. Assuming, arguendo, that this is correct, it
would significantly increase the heat content of the refinery fuel gas. This would have several
impacts. First, combustion temperatures would be higher in all heaters and boilers, as propane
and butane burn with a hotter flame than natural gas and baseline refinery fuel gas, not enriched
with propane and butane. 33 This would increase emissions nitrogen oxides (NOx) from all
refinery fuel gas fired sources, compared to the baseline. Second, propane and butane have
higher GHG global warming potentials than other components in refinery fuel gas. 34 Thus,
greenhouse gas emissions from all heaters and boilers would increase. Finally, the significant
increase in heat content may require modification or replacement of existing burner in heaters
and boilers. None of these impacts were addressed in the SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR.
B.

Increased Combustion Emissions from Tar Sands Bitumen Not Evaluated

The SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR indicates that tar sands crudes will be imported. The
composition of tar sands crudes is chemically different from other heavy crudes currently
processed at the SMR as they are tar sands bitumen mixed with diluent. They are unique for two
major reasons: (1) presence of large quantities of volatile diluent full of reactive organic gases
(ROG) and toxic chemicals as discussed above and (2) unique chemical composition of the
bitumen, the heavy fraction. The previous comment discussed diluent, which will modify the
composition of the both the semi-refined products sent to the Rodeo Refinery and the SMR
refinery fuel gas. This comment discusses the unique composition of tar sands bitumens that
require more intense processing and thus result in higher emissions.
Tar sands bitumens are composed of higher molecular weight chemicals and are deficient
in hydrogen compared to conventional heavy crudes. This means more energy will be required
and more emissions produced to convert them into the same slate of semi-refined and refined
products. More energy will be required to add hydrogen and break the bonds of the larger
molecules.
The SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR concedes the hydrogen point. However, the SMR
Rail Spur Project RDEIR argues that hydrogen addition occurs at the Rodeo Refinery, not at the
Santa Maria Refinery, and thus did not include these emissions. SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR,
pp. 4.3-69/70. However, as explained in my comments in Exhibits 2 and 3 and comments by
others on the SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR (Pless 2014 35; Karras 2014), the Rodeo Refinery
Propane Recovery Project and the SMR Rail Spur Project should have been evaluated under
CEQA as a single project as they depend on each other. Thus, the increase in emissions of
33

Flame Temperatures of Some Common Gases; Available at; http://www.engineeringtoolbox.com/flametemperatures-gases-d_422.html.
34
35

See, e.g., http://www.epa.gov/climateleadership/documents/emission-factors.pdf.

Letter from Petra Pless to Laura Horton, Re: Review of the Phillips 66 Company Rail Spur Extension and Crude
Unloading Project Revised Public Draft Environmental Impact Report and Vertical Coastal Access Project
Assessment, November 21, 2014.
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criteria pollutants and greenhouse gases from most fired sources due to tar sands bitumen derived
semi-refined products refined at the Rodeo Refinery should have been included in the emission
inventory for the SMR Rail Spur Project.
The Rodeo Refinery RDEIR is silent as to other crude quality factors that will increase
emissions at Rodeo. Canadian tar sands bitumen is distinguished from conventional petroleum
by the small concentration of low molecular weight hydrocarbons and the abundance of high
molecular weight polymeric material. 36 Crudes derived from Canadian tar sands bitumen –
DilBits, SCOs and SynBits – are heavier, i.e., have larger, more complex molecules such as
asphaltenes and resins, 37 some with molecular weights above 15,000. 38 They are the nonvolatile
fractions of petroleum and contain the highest proportions of sulfur, nitrogen, and oxygen. 39
They have a marked effect on refining and result in the deposition of high amounts of coke
during thermal processing in the coker, which would occur at the Santa Maria Refinery. They
require more intense processing in the coker to break them down into lighter products.
These differences are not reflected in any of the lumper parameters (API gravity, vacuum
resid percentage, sulfur, TAN) presented in the SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR. SMR Rail Spur
Project Table 4.3-13 and p. 4.3-70. These differences mean that the coker at the Santa Maria
Refinery will have to work harder to convert vacuum bottoms from distilling tar sand crude into
gas oil, which will increase combustion emissions of NOx, sulfur oxides (SOx), carbon
monoxide (CO), ROG, particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 and
2.5 micrometers or less (PM10 and PM2.5), and greenhouse gases (GHGs). These increases in
emissions were not included in the emission inventory.
C.

Increased Metal Content from Tar Sands Were Not Evaluated

The Project could increase the import of heavy sour tar sands crude by up to 76% of the
entire permitted capacity of the Santa Maria Refinery, once the SMR Throughput Project is fully
operational. These crudes have higher metal content than the baseline crude slate. 40 This
36

O.P. Strausz, The Chemistry of the Alberta Oil Sand Bitumen; Available at:
http://web.anl.gov/PCS/acsfuel/preprint%20archive/Files/22_3_MONTREAL_06-77_0171.pdf.
37
Asphaltenes are nonvolatile fractions of petroleum that contain the highest proportions of heteroatoms, i.e., sulfur,
nitrogen, oxygen. The asphalt fraction is that portion of material that is precipitated when a large excess of a lowboiling liquid hydrocarbon such as pentane is added. They are dark brown to black amorphous solids that do not
melt prior to decomposition and are soluble in benzene and aromatic naphthas.
38
O.P. Strausz, The Chemistry of the Alberta Oil Sand Bitumen; Available at:
http://web.anl.gov/PCS/acsfuel/preprint%20archive/Files/22_3_MONTREAL_06-77_0171.pdf.
39

James G. Speight, The Desulfurization of Heavy Oils and Residua, Marcel Dekker, Inc., 1981, Tables 1-1, 2-2,
2-3, 2-4 and p. 13 and James G. Speight, Synthetic Fuels Handbook: Properties, Process, and Performance,
McGraw-Hill, 2008, Tables A.2, A.3, and A.4.
40

Straatiev and others, 2010, Table 1; Brian Hitchon and R.H. Filby, Geochemical Studies - 1 Trace Elements in
Alberta Crude Oils; http://www.ags.gov.ab.ca/publications/OFR/PDF/OFR_1983_02.PDF; F.S. Jacobs and
R.H. Filby, Trace Element Composition of Athabasca Tar Sands and Extracted Bitumens, Atomic and Nuclear
Methods in Fossil Energy Research, 1982, pp 49-59; James G. Speight, The Desulfurization of Heavy Oils and
Residua, Marcel Dekker, Inc., 1981, Tables 1-1, 2-2, 2-3, 2-4 and p. 13 and James G. Speight, Synthetic Fuels
Handbook: Properties, Process, and Performance, McGraw-Hill, 2008, Tables A.2, A.3, and A.4; Pat Swafford,
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represents a significant increase in a type of crude that will increase emissions compared to the
current Refinery slate. The impacts from this change were not evaluated in the SMR Rail Spur
Project RDEIR.
The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) reported that “natural bitumen,” the source of all
Canadian tar sands-derived oils, contains 102 times more copper, 21 times more vanadium,
11 times more sulfur, six times more nitrogen, 11 times more nickel, and 5 times more lead than
conventional heavy crude oil, such as those currently refined from local sources. 41 The SMR
Rail Spur Project RDEIR reported vanadium and nickel concentration in a current “typical crude
blend” compared to two potential tar sands crudes. SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR,
Table 4.3-13. This comparison shows that the vanadium concentration in Access Western Blend
(190 ppmw) and Peak River Heavy (167 ppmw) are higher than the upper end of the range of
major baseline crude sources. The SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR is silent as to the significance
of this reported increase in vanadium. The SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR did not present any
data for any other metal, known to be elevated in tar sands crudes.
The environmental damage caused by these metal pollutants includes bioaccumulation of
toxic chemicals up the food chain and a direct health hazard from air emissions. These metals,
for example, mostly end up in the coke. Thus, higher levels of metals will be present in the coke
dust and coke pile runoff/seepage. The SMR Rail Spur Project DEIR indicated that “[m]etals
that are present in coke have been detected in groundwater at concentrations above the California
Department of Health maximum contamination levels (MCL) in the area around the coke pile
runoff area...” SMR Rail Spur Project DEIR, p. 4.7-39/40. This statement has vanished from the
SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR. Thus, a switch to tar sands crude could contribute to this
existing significant impact from the coke pile, which was not disclosed in the SMR Rail Spur
Project RDEIR.
Further, larger amounts of coke may be produced by the tar sands crudes than the current
crude slate. The metal content of fugitive dust from coke piles could increase to dangerous
levels. The California Air Resources Board, for example, has classified lead as a pollutant with
no safe threshold level of exposure below which there are no adverse health effects. Thus, just
the increase in lead from switching to tar sands crude is a significant impact that was not
disclosed in the SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR. Accordingly, crude quality is critical for a
thorough evaluation of the impacts of a crude switch as facilitated by rail import to the SMR.
D.

Sump Emissions Were Omitted

Unloading facilities generally include liquid spill containment sumps with the capacity to
contain the contents of at least one tank car. Crude oil that spills into these sumps would release

Evaluating Canadian Crudes in US Gulf Coast Refineries, Crude Oil Quality Association Meeting, February 11,
2010; Available at: http://www.coqa-inc.org/20100211_Swafford_Crude_Evaluations.pdf .
41

R.F. Meyer, E.D. Attanasi, and P.A. Freeman, Heavy Oil and Natural Bitumen Resources in Geological Basins of
the World, U.S. Geological Survey Open-File Report 2007-1084, 2007, p. 14, Table 1; Available at
http://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2007/1084/OF2007-1084v1.pdf.
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vapors including ROG, which are ozone precursors, and toxic air contaminant (TAC) emissions.
The RDEIR is silent as to sumps and their emissions.
E.

Rail Car Fugitive Emissions Were Omitted

ROG and TACs are emitted from rail cars from their point of origin through unloading as
rail cars are not vapor tight. The SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR did not include these emissions.
The crude oil would be shipped in tank cars, such that the volume of loaded crude oil
shipped is less than the capacity of the rail car to accommodate expansion during shipping. This
volume reduction creates free space at the top of the tank car, which provides space for entrained
gases, such as those from diluent, to be released from the crude oil 42 and emitted to the
atmosphere during transit and idling in rail yards. 43
As rail cars are not vapor tight, these vapors in the head space above the oil are emitted to
the atmosphere during rail transport and at the unloading terminal. The vapor in the headspace
can flash during transport, when temperature increases or pressure drops, causing valves to open,
emitting ROG and TACs.
These losses are consistent with the well-known “crude shrinkage” issue associated with
crude by rail. The crude delivered is significantly less than the crude loaded. The reported range
in crude shrinkage is 0.5% to 3% of the loaded crude. 44 Some of this shrinkage is likely due to
emissions from the rail car during transit. The emissions of ROG and TACs from rail cars has
been confirmed by field measurements. 45 The SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR did not include
these ROG and TAC emissions in its emission calculations or the health risk assessment.
Tank cars have domes to allow space for the product to expand as temperatures rise.
Each dome has a manhole through which the tank car can be loaded, unloaded, inspected,
cleaned, and repaired. Dome covers may be hinged and bolted on or screwed on. Most domes
have vents and safety valves to let out vapors. 46 Thus, they are sources of ROG emissions that
were omitted from the emission calculations. Further, when dome covers are left open, any
42

Anthony Andrews, Congressional Research Service, Crude Oil Properties Relevant to Rail Transport Safety:
In Brief, February 18, 2014, pp. 8-9.
43
A DOT 111 (or comparable) tank car generally has a capacity of 34,500 gallons or 263,000 lbs. gross weight on
rail. Under some conditions, the maximum gross weight can be increased to 286,000 lbs. At an API gravity of 50o,
a tank car can hold its maximum volume of 31,800 gallons and not exceed the 286,000 lb gross weight on rail limit.
As the API gravity drops, the amount of oil that can be carried must also drop. Thus, a tank car of Bakken crude, at
its highest density of 39.7o API, can only hold 30,488 gallons, a volume reduction of about 1,300 gallons. Further,
as crude oil density (and thus API gravity) is temperature dependent, volume will increase as temperature increases.
Thus, the shipper may have to reduce the shipped volume even further. This volume reduction creates a space above
the crude oil where vapors accumulate.
44

Alan Mazaud, Exergy Resources, Pennsylvania Rail Freight Seminar, May 23, 2013, p. 17. Available at:
http://www.parailseminar.com/site/Portals/3/docs/Alan%20Mazaud%20Presentation%20-%20AM.pptx
45

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=35uC1gLctnw.

46
Chapter 11. Tank Car Operations, Available at:
http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/policy/army/fm/10-67-1/CHAP11.HTML.
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residual vapors escape to atmosphere. Residual material clings to the bottom and sides of empty
rail cars and emits ROG and TACs while the rail cars idle at the site, waiting for the entire unit
train to be unloaded. Open covers are common in rail yards as they are opened for inspections
and repairs. The ROG and TAC emissions from these sources were not included in the SMR
Rail Spur Project RDEIR’s emission inventory.
Further, each tank car has a bottom outlet which is used for loading and unloading that
includes pumps, manifolds, and valves, all of which leak ROG and TACs. Finally, liquid leaks
occur when unloading arms are disconnected, even with state-of-the-art no leak arms. These
disconnect leaks evaporate, contributing to ROG and TAC emissions.
An estimate of these emissions can be based conservatively on the lower end of the range
of crude shrinkage (0.5%) discussed above and the maximum freight weight per car of 106 tons
from the TRN Spec Sheet-1. Assuming 80 cars/train and five unit trains per week (SMR Rail
Spur Project RDEIR, p. ES-5), a total of 30 ton/day 47 of ROG can be emitted as the trains travels
from Canada to the Santa Maria Refinery rail terminal. The distance travelled outside of
California was not reported, but is estimated to be about 1500 miles. The distance within
California, on the longest route, is estimated as 300 miles one way. SMR Rail Spur Project
RDEIR, p. B-9. Thus, about 17% of the 30 ton/day of ROG would be emitted in California or
about 5 ton/day of ROG (10,000 lb/day) can be emitted within California from rail car leakage. 48
Of the 300 miles within California, 67 miles are within the boundary of the SLOCAPCD via the
northern route. SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR, p. B-9. Thus, 1.1 ton/day (2,200 lb/day) of
ROG emissions can be emitted within the SLOAPCD from rail car leakage. 49 These daily
emissions greatly exceed the SLOCAPCD daily ROG+NOx CEQA significance threshold of 25
lb/day (RDEIR, Table 4.3-17), requiring additional mitigation not identified in the RDEIR.
These ROG emissions could be reduced by modifying the rail cars before they are shipped to
minimize or eliminate leakage.
These ROG emissions contain the same chemicals found in the crude oil, including
benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene (collectively “BTEX”) and hexane. Some crudes can
contain up to 7% benzene by weight. Thus, greater than 154 lb/day of benzene could be emitted
in California from rail car leakage. This rail car leakage is much greater than the amount of
benzene (and other TACs) included in the SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR’s health risk
assessment.
IV.

THE SMR RAIL SPUR PROJECT RDEIR DID NOT EVALUATE THE
INCREASE IN RISK OF ACCIDENTS AT THE SANTA MARIA REFINERY

The SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR includes a brief discussion of the impact of changes
in crude slate on hazards at the Refinery, designated as Impact #HM.3. SMR Rail Spur Project
RDEIR pp. 4.7-63 and 4.7-65. This discussion touches on naphthenic acid corrosion, pointing to
47

ROG emissions from train transit = (106 ton/car)(80 car/train)(5 train/week)(0.005)/(7 days/week) = 30 ton/day.

48

ROG emitted within California = (30 ton/day)(300/1500+300) = 5 ton/day.

49

ROG emitted within SLOCAPCD = (30 ton/day)(67/1500+300) = 1.1 ton/day.
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various inspection programs and ultimately dismissing corrosion-related accidents because
“... the expected range of sulfur and TAN would be within the range of the crudes that are
currently being processed at the SMR. Therefore, the change in crude slate would not be
expected to change the sulfur or TAN levels compared to the crude sources that are currently
being processed at the SMR.” SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR, Table 4.7-14 and p. 4.7-66. This
is an inadequate discussion and the conclusions are wrong for several reasons.
First, corrosion failures in refineries are of great concern because of the high likelihood
of “blowout” or catastrophic failure of components. This can happen because corrosion occurs
at a relatively uniform rate over a broad area, so a pipe can get progressively thinner until it
bursts, rather than leaking at a pit or local thin area that could be found during visual inspections.
The process fluids carried in these lines are often above their auto-ignition temperature, resulting
in large fires. They also usually carry toxic and hazardous materials, such as sulfur compounds
(hydrogen sulfide, mercaptans, benzene) that can lead to toxic clouds, which can have significant
adverse effects on surrounding communities.
Second, as background, it is important to recognize that the Rail Spur Project is proposing
to replace the majority of the current crude slate (38,100 bbl/day) with up to 100% tar sands
crudes. The Project proposes to import 37,142 bbl/day of cost-advantaged crudes by rail.
SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR, p. 2-23. Thus, the Project would replace 97% of the baseline
crude slate with up to 100% tar sands crude. The SMR Throughput Increase Project will
increase the crude permit level to 48,950 bbl/day. SMR Throughput Increase Project FEIR,
p. 1-1. Thus, at full buildout, up to 76% of the crude slate will be different crudes than in the
baseline, potentially 100% tar sands crudes.
Third, tar sands crudes have high Total Acid Numbers (TAN), 50 which indicates high
organic acid content, typically naphthenic acids. Naphthenic acid attack occurs primarily in
crude units and vacuum units, such as those at the SMR. SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR,
Fig. 2-10. They also form sludge and gum which can block pipelines and pumps. However,
some acids are relatively inert. Thus, the TAN number does not always represent the true
corrosive properties of a crude oil. Further, different acids will react at different temperatures,
making it difficult to determine which processing units may be affected. As a rule-of-thumb,
crude oils with a TAN number greater than 0.5 mg KOH/g are considered to be potentially
corrosive and indicates a level of concern. A TAN number greater than 1.0 mg KOH/g is
considered to be very high. 51 Canadian tar sands crudes are very high TAN crudes. The DilBits,
for example, range from 0.98 to 2.42 mg KOH/g. 52 The Project is proposing to import crudes at
the upper end of this range (SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR, Table 4.7.14), far above the level of
concern and far above the “typical crude blend” refined at SMR in the baseline. SMR Rail Spur

50

The Total Acid Number measures the composition of acids in a crude. The TAN value is measured as the number
of milligrams (mg) of potassium hydroxide (KOH) needed to neutralize the acids in one gram of oil.
51

Margaret Sheridan, California Crude Oil Production and Imports, Staff Paper, California Energy Commission,
April 2006, p. 6; Available at: http://www.energy.ca.gov/2006publications/CEC-600-2006-006/CEC-600-2006006.PDF.
52

www.crudemonitor.ca.
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Project RDEIR, Table 4.7-14. Thus, the RDEIR should have included a detailed analysis of the
corrosion potential of the proposed crude slate and imposed mitigation.
Further, while the industry benchmark for TAN corrosion is 0.5, crudes with lower TANs
can still cause significant corrosion problems, depending upon the specific acids. Sweet low
TAN crudes, such as those currently flooding the market, and which could be imported by the
Rail Spur Project, are also known to cause TAN corrosion. 53 The SMR Rail Spur Project
RDEIR is silent on corrosion issues related to these crudes.
Fourth, each crude has its own unique characteristic chemistry and thus effects on
corrosion. Refineries that process a consistent diet of a particulate crude or crude blend can base
future predictions of corrosion potential on past experience. However, when a major switch in
crude slate occurs, as proposed here, predicting future corrosion based on historic operating
ranges or “typical crude blends”, as in the SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR, is not reliable. A new
slate, even when major lumper parameters are in the historic range, minimizes the accuracy, or
even the feasibility of predictions based on historic data. 54
The rationale that sulfur levels and TAN of the crude slate would stay within the reported
range and thus corrosion is not an issue, ignores the possibility of gradual creep in both sulfur
and TAN within the usual range that could still be significant. The SMR Rail Spur Project
RDEIR, for example, concedes that the new crude slate would increase sulfur by 0.8%.
SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR, p. 4.3-46. From a corrosion standpoint, this is a significant
increase. The SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR did not discuss the impact of a 0.8% increase in
sulfur on corrosion-induced accidents at the SMR.
The high proportion of tar sands crudes in the future crude slate renders the ranges in
SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR Table 4.7-14 as irrelevant for concluding that the new crudes fall
within the range of historic crudes. For example, if 100% Peace River Heavy 55 were refined,
both its average sulfur and TAN level would exceed the sulfur (5.0%>4.2%) and TAN
(2.5>1.0 mg KOH/g) concentrations in the baseline “typical crude blend.” In fact, even the
lower end of the reported range of sulfur and TAN in Peace River Heavy would exceed the
“typical crude blend.” The fact that the sulfur and TAN of Peace River Heavy falls within the
reported ranges (S: 2.1 to 5.2%; TAN: 0.4-4.0 mg KOH/g) is simply irrelevant, as the SMR did
not operate, on average, at the upper end of the range. Because the sulfur and TAN data for
these tar sands crudes exceed the “typical crude blend” by significant amounts, corrosion impacts
are significant and should have been disclosed, analyzed, and mitigated.

53

M.J. Nugent, J.D. Dobis, Experience with Naphthenic Acid Corrosion in Low TAN Crudes, Corrosion 98,
Paper No. 577
54
See discussion in API Recommended Practice 939-C, Guidelines for Avoiding Sulfidation (Sulfidic) Corrosion
Failure in Oil Refineries, First Edition, May 2009.
55
Access Western Blend (TAN: 1.69-1.85 mg KOH/g; S: 3.94-3.96%);
http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=AWB and Peace River Heavy (TAN: 2.42 to 2.58 mg KOH/g;
S: 4.94 to 5.08%); http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=PH.
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Fifth, the SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR did not discuss or even mention sulfidation
corrosion, which is a concern for refineries such as SMR, built in 1955 before current American
Petroleum Institute (API) standards were developed to control corrosion and before piping
manufacturers began producing carbon steel in compliance with current metallurgical codes.
Rather, it notes in passing that “[h]igh sulfur levels can lead to sulfide related corrosion.”
SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR, p. 4.7-65.
The early construction date suggests the metallurgy used throughout much of the SMR
may not be adequate to handle the unique chemical composition of tar sands crudes without
significant upgrades. There is no assurance that required metallurgical upgrades would occur if
tar sands crudes dominate the crude slate, as they are very expensive and are not required by any
regulatory framework. Experience with changes in crude slate at the Chevron Refinery in
Richmond in the San Francisco Bay Area suggest required metallurgical upgrades are ignored,
leading to catastrophic accidents. 56
Sulfidation corrosion generally occurs above about 500 F for carbon steel pipe and above
about 600 F for 5 Cr low-alloy steel. Some sulfide species are more corrosive than others,
including mercaptans, hydrogen sulfide, and disulfides, all of which occur at elevated levels in
tar sands crudes. Sulfidation corrosion manifests as uniform thinning and thus cannot be
detected from visual inspections. Low silicon carbon steel can corrode 2 to 10 times faster than
higher silicon carbon steel. 57
How much low silicon carbon steel piping is present at SMR? What impact will an
admitted 0.8% increase in sulfur have on this piping? What sulfur compounds are present in the
0.8% increase in sulfur? The SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR did not disclose either the specific
suite of sulfur compounds in the proposed imports or the metallurgy and operating conditions in
the units potentially susceptible to sulfidation corrosion. Thus, it fails as an informational
document under CEQA.
A catastrophic blowout due to sulfur creep recently occurred at the Chevron Richmond
Refinery near the Rodeo Refinery. This refinery gradually changed crude slates, while staying
within its established crude unit design basis for total weight percent sulfur of the blended feed to
the crude unit. 58 This change increased corrosion rates in the 4-sidecut line, which led to a
catastrophic pipe failure in the #4 Crude Unit on August 6, 2012. This accident sent
15,000 people from the surrounding area for medical treatment due to the release and resulting
56

U.S. Chemical Safety and Hazard Investigation Board, Interim Investigation Report, Chevron Richmond Refinery
Fire, Chevron Richmond Refinery, Richmond, California, August 6, 2012, Draft for Public Release, April 15, 2013;
Available at: http://www.csb.gov/chevron-refinery-fire/.
57

E.H. Niccolls, J.M. Stankiewicz, J.E. McLaughlin, and K. Yamamoto, High Temperature Sulfidation Corrosion in
Refining, September 2008, 17th International Corrosion Congress, Corrosion Control in the Service of Society,
Vol. 1 of 5, as cited in: Interim Investigation Report, Chevron Richmond Refinery Fire, August 6, 2012; Available
at: http://www.csb.gov/assets/1/19/Chevron_Interim_Report_Final_2013-04-17.pdf.
58

US Chemical Safety and Hazard Investigation Board, Chevron Richmond Refinery Pipe Rupture and Fire,
August 6, 2012, p.34 (“While Chevron stayed under its established crude unit design basis for total wt. % sulfur of
the blended feed to the crude unit, the sulfur composition significantly increased over time. This increase in sulfur
composition likely increased corrosion rates in the 4-sidecut line.”).
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fire that created huge black clouds of pollution billowing over the surrounding community and
across the San Francisco Bay. 59
The SMR has a similar crude unit, identified as the “crude tower” in SMR Rail Spur
Project RDEIR Figure 2-10. These types of accidents can be reasonably expected to result from
incorporating tar sands crudes into the Santa Maria Refinery crude slate, even if the range of
sulfur and TAN of the crudes remain the same, unless significant upgrades in metallurgy occur,
as these crudes have a significant concentrations of sulfur in the heavy components of the crude
coupled with high total acid numbers (TAN) and high solids, which aggravate corrosion.
A crude slate change could result in corrosion from, for example, the particular suite of sulfur
compounds or naphthenic acid content, that leads to significant accidental releases, even if the
crude slate is within the current design slate basis, due to compositional differences. The gas oil
and vacuum resid piping, for example, may not be able to withstand naphthenic acid or
sulfidation corrosion from refining 76% to 97% tar sands crudes, leading to catastrophic
releases. 60
Elevated levels of TAN and sulfur can cause accidents that result in catastrophic releases
of air pollution. Such releases were not considered in the SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR.
Rather, the SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR relies on the SMR’s existing Process Safety
Management program, including the Management of Change (MOC) and Mechanical Integrity
(MI) programs, to prevent corrosion. SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR, pp. 4.7-65/66. However,
these programs were also in place at the Chevron Richmond Refinery (and many other similarly
afflicted refineries) at the time of the August 2012 accident discussed above. They did not
prevent a catastrophic accident caused by sulfur (or TAN) creep. The recent Chevron Refinery
Modernization Project FEIR incorporated many additional mitigation measures to improve these
programs, 61 which should be required for the Santa Maria Refinery to mitigate the increase in
sulfur and TAN in crudes imported by the Rail Spur Project.
Refinery emissions released in upsets and malfunctions can, in some cases, be greater
than total operational emissions recorded in formal inventories. For example, a recent
investigation of 18 Texas oil refineries between 2003 and 2008 found that “upset events” were
frequent, with some single upset events producing more toxic air pollution than what was
reported to the federal Toxics Release Inventory database for the entire year. 62

59

U.S. Chemical Safety and Hazard Investigation Board, Interim Investigation Report, Chevron Richmond Refinery
Fire, Chevron Richmond Refinery, Richmond, California, August 6, 2012, Draft for Public Release, April 15, 2013,
Available at; http://www.csb.gov/chevron-refinery-fire/.
60

See, for example, K. Turini, J. Turner, A. Chu, and S. Vaidyanathan, Processing Heavy Crudes in Existing
Refineries. In: Proceedings of the AIChe Spring Meeting, Chicago, IL, American Institute of Chemical Engineers;
New York, NY, Available at: http://www.aiche-fpd.org/listing/112.pdf.
61

See, for example, Chevron Refinery Modernization Project, Revisions to Draft EIR Volumes 1 and 2, p. 4-40,
Mitigation Measure 4.13-7h, Available at: http://chevronmodernization.com/project-documents/.

62

J. Ozymy and M.L. Jarrell, Upset over Air Pollution: Analyzing Upset Event Emissions at Petroleum Refineries,
Review of Policy Research, v. 28, no. 4, 2011.
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Catastrophic releases of air pollution from these types of corrosion-caused accidents were
not considered in the SMR Rail Spur Project RDEIR and are significant. Mitigation should be
imposed, including at least the following:

V.

•

All mitigation measures required in the Chevron Refinery Modernization
Project FEIR;

•

100% component inspection of all carbon steel piping systems susceptible to
sulfidation corrosion; and

•

Modification of work processes for review of damage mechanisms for processes
covered by the Process Safety Management standard to conform with the American
Petroleum Institute Recommended Practice 571, Damage Mechanisms Affecting
Fixed Equipment in the Refining Industry. The revised work processes shall require
consideration of damage mechanism reviews as part of the Process Hazard Analysis
process. 63

RAIL ACCIDENTS WERE UNDERESTIMATED AND ARE SIGNIFICANT

The RDEIR evaluated “potential public safety and hazardous materials impacts” from
train derailments and unloading accidents that could lead to fires and explosions. RDEIR, Sec.
4.7. Elsewhere, the RDEIR evaluates the impacts of derailments on water resources and
biological resources. RDEIR, Secs. 4.4 & 4.13. These analyses are fundamentally flawed and
incomplete, as explained below.
First, the RDEIR only analyzed impacts from the Roseville and Colton Rail Yards to the
Project site. It did not analyzed impacts from the California border to these rail yards, arguing
that trains could enter California at five different locations and thus the specific route was
“speculative”. RDEIR, pp. 4.7-1, 4.13-7. Routes are not “speculative” when they are known, as
here. The trains can take any of them, depending on conditions. As they are known and any of
these known routes can be taken, they are not speculative. The RDEIR should have evaluated all
of them. Further, the trains can take multiple routes from the rail yards to the Santa Maria Rail
Yard. The RDEIR, inconsistently, did not conclude that this rendered these routes speculative.
This is a serious omission as the segments from the state line to the rail yards pass
through some of the state’s most sensitive ecological areas and parallel the water supply for most
of the state. These route segments also contain many high hazard areas for derailments.
Emergency response teams have generally good coverage in the urban areas, but none are
located near the high hazard areas in rural Northern California that the RDEIR did not analyze. 64

63

Terms and Conditions of Probation, People v. Chevron U.S.A. Inc., Superior Court of the State of California,
County of Contra Costa, Case No. 1-162745-4.
64
Interagency Rail Safety Working Group, State of California, Oil by Rail Safety in California. Preliminary
Findings and Recommendations, June 10, 2014.
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Second, the RDEIR did not analyze a worst case derailment. The RDEIR assumed a
worst-case spill of 180,000 gallons, or about six tanker cars. RDEIR, p. 4.7-47. No support was
provided for this choice. Rail accident records should have been reviewed to select a worst-case
spill. The July 2013 Lac-Mégantic derailment spilled about 1.6 million gallons of Bakken crude
oil, or about 53 railcars, covering an area of 77 acres. 65 The RDEIR should have based its
analysis on a spill of at least 1.6 million gallons.
Third, the RDEIR did not analyze the impacts of a derailment on the state’s water supply,
which originates in the northern portion of the state along the rail segments eliminated from its
analysis as “speculative”. The rail routes from the state line to the rail yards parallel major
rivers, such as the Sacramento, Yuba, Feather and American Rivers, which supply most of the
water used throughout the state, distributed by a complex system of reservoirs and pipelines
operated by Central Valley Project and the State Water Project. A significant spill of crude oil
into any of these rivers would potentially shutdown the water supply for a significant portion of
the state. This would have catastrophic and far reaching consequences that the RDEIR does not
acknowledge, let alone analyze.
Fourth, the RDEIR notes that when spilled, a DilBit will sink (RDEIR, 4.13-27), but the
RDEIR fails to disclose the resulting consequences on water supply and biological resources.
The RDEIR is also silent on the difficulty of cleaning up the spill. An oil pipeline burst near
Marshall, Michigan in July 2010, spilling a million gallons of DilBit in the Kalamazoo River.
This spill decimated Talmadge Creek, a tributary to the Kalamazoo River, and about 40 miles of
the river, prompting a more than $1 billion cleanup that, four years later, is still under way. 66
While most conventional crudes float on water, most of the DilBit, the bitumen component, sinks
and clings to bottom sediments. This submerged oil is significantly harder to cleanup. The
Kalamazoo spill, which occurred in 2010, is still not cleaned up. 67 The RDEIR failed to disclose
the difficulty of cleaning up a large spill in one of California’s headwater rivers that supply
California’s municipal, industrial, and agricultural water.

;

65

NTSB, Safety Recommendation In reply refer to: R-14-4 through -6; January 21, 2014. Available at:
http://www.ntsb.gov/doclib/recletters/2014/R-14-004-006.pdf.
66
Keith Matheny, Environmental Disasters Lurk in Energy Pipelines, Detroit Free Press, October 12, 2014,
Available at: http://www.freep.com/story/money/business/michigan/2014/10/12/energy-environmentalthreats/17046063/.
67

A Dilbit Primer: How It's Different from Conventional Oil, Inside Climate News. Available at:
http://insideclimatenews.org/news/20120626/dilbit-primer-diluted-bitumen-conventional-oil-tar-sands-AlbertaKalamazoo-Keystone-XL-Enbridge?page=show; Lindsey Smith, 3 Years and Nearly $1 Billion Later, Cleanup of
Kalamazoo River Oil Spill Continues, Michigan Radio, July 25, 2013, Available at: http://michiganradio.org/post/3years-and-nearly-1-billion-later-cleanup-kalamazoo-river-oil-spill-continues; NOAA Office of Response and
Restoration, As Oil Sands Production Rises, What Should We Expect at Diluted Bitumen (Dilbit) Spills?, Available
at: http://response.restoration.noaa.gov/about/media/oil-sands-production-rises-what-should-we-expect-dilutedbitumen-dilbit-spills.html; Witt O’Brien, A Study of Fate and Behavior of Diluted Bitumen Oils on Marine Waters,
November 2013, Available at: http://www.transmountain.com/uploads/papers/1391734754astudyoffateandbehaviourofdilutedbitumenoilsonmarinewater.pdf
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Comment Letter B11

I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) 1 for the Valero Benicia
Crude by Rail Project (CBR Project) prepared for the City of Benicia (City) by ESA, as well as
records referenced in the DEIR and files obtained from the Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (BAAQMD).
The CBR Project will install facilities to allow the Valero Benicia Refinery (Refinery) to
receive up to 70,000 barrels per day (bbl/day) of North American crude oils by rail. The
facilities that would be installed include about 8,880 feet of new track; a new tank car unloading
rack capable of unloading two parallel rows of tank cars simultaneously; and 4,000 feet of
16-inch diameter crude oil pipeline and associated fugitive components (valves, flanges, pumps)
connecting the offloading rack and an existing crude supply pipeline. DEIR, pp. ES-1 to ES-4.
Based on my review, I conclude this DEIR is fundamentally defective in that it omits
crucial information to understanding the Project’s significant impacts. Specifically, the DEIR
does not disclose the Project’s crude slate, relies on flawed analyses in addressing whether the
Project would enable refining of substantial quantities of tar sands and Bakken crudes, relies on
unsupported assumptions as to the Project’s light crude composition, and underestimates the
Project’s operational emissions of reactive organic gases (“ROG”) and toxic air contaminants
(“TAC”). When these underestimates are corrected, the CBR Project results in significant air
quality and public health impacts. The City must correct these defects and recirculate the DEIR,
so that the public and decision-makers can be fully informed of the Project’s air quality and
public health and safety impacts.
My resume is included in Exhibit A to these Comments. I have over 40 years of
experience in the field of environmental engineering, including air emissions and air pollution
control; greenhouse gas (GHG) emission inventory and control; air quality management; water
quality and water supply investigations; hazardous waste investigations; hazard investigations;
risk of upset modeling; environmental permitting; nuisance investigations (odor, noise);
environmental impact reports, including CEQA/NEPA documentation; risk assessments; and
litigation support.
I have M.S. and Ph.D. degrees in environmental engineering from the University of
California at Berkeley with minors in Hydrology and Mathematics. I am a licensed professional
engineer (chemical, environmental) in five states, including California; a Board Certified
Environmental Engineer, certified in Air Pollution Control by the American Academy of
Environmental Engineers; and a Qualified Environmental Professional, certified by the Institute
of Professional Environmental Practice.

1

ESA, Valero Benicia Crude by Rail Project, Draft Environmental Impact Report, SCH # 2013052074, Use Permit
Application 12PLN-00063, June 2014.
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I have prepared comments, responses to comments and sections of EIRs for both
proponents and opponents of projects on air quality, water supply, water quality, hazardous
waste, public health, risk assessment, worker health and safety, odor, risk of upset, noise, land
use and other areas for well over 100 CEQA documents. This work includes Environmental
Impact Reports (EIRs), Negative Declarations (NDs), and Mitigated Negative Declarations
(MNDs) for all California refineries; crude oil and rail terminals in California, Louisiana,
Oregon, New York, Texas, and Washington; and various other permitting actions for tar sands
and light shale crude refinery upgrades in Indiana, Louisiana, Michigan, Ohio, South Dakota,
Utah, and Texas and liquefied natural gas (LNG) facilities in Texas, Louisiana, and New York.
My work has been cited in two published CEQA opinions: (1) Berkeley Keep Jets Over
the Bay Committee, City of San Leandro, and City of Alameda et al. v. Board of Port
Commissioners (2001) 111 Cal.Rptr.2d 598 and Communities for a Better Environment v. South
Coast Air Quality Management Dist. (2010) 48 Cal.4th 310.
I commented on the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) (attached to
the DEIR as Appx. A 2) that the CBR Project would allow a change in crude oil slate quality, to
heavier higher sulfur crudes and/or to lighter sweeter crudes, which would result in emission
increases that were not considered in the CEQA review. Fox IS/MND Comments 3, pp. 2-35.
The DEIR does not correct the defects that I identified in my IS/MND comments. Rather, it
advances an argument that the rail-imported crudes will be blended with other crudes to meet the
same sulfur and weight specifications as in the baseline Refinery. Thus, the DEIR asserts that
crude slate quality and emissions from refining it would not change. This is incorrect. This does
not address my comments on the IS/MND. Therefore, I reassert my IS/MND comments and
incorporate them here by reference. The following sections present my evaluation of the DEIR’s
response to my previous crude slate switch comments, point by point. The DEIR’s response to
my comments is included in Appendices C.1 and C.2, based on a report contained in Appendix
K. The following comments on Appendices C.1 and C.2 apply equally to the underlying
analyses in Appendix K.

2

ESA, Valero Crude by Rail Project, Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, Use Permit Application 12PLN00063, Prepared for City of Benicia, May 2013.

3

Phyllis Fox, Comments on Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Valero Crude by Rail Project,
Benicia, California, Use Permit Application 12PLN-00063, July 1, 2013;
http://www.ci.benicia.ca.us/vertical/sites/%7B3436CBED-6A58-4FEF-BFDF5F9331215932%7D/uploads/Report_by_Dr._Phyllis_Fox.pdf.
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I.

THE DEIR FAILS TO ANALYZE THE AIR QUALITY IMPACTS FROM
REFINING DIFFERENT TYPES OF CRUDE
A. Heavy Sour Crudes

The CBR Project DEIR responds to the heavy sour crude slate issues that I raised in
Appendix C.1. The thrust of the CBR Project DEIR’s response is based on the “weight”
(API gravity) 4 and sulfur content of the crude, which it argues would not change due to the
Project, but rather would remain within a narrow range. Therefore, the CBR Project DEIR
argues, emissions would not increase. The CBR Project DEIR argues: “Thus, to the extent that
the Project would cause an increase in emissions based on an increase in the weight and sulfur
content of crude feedstocks – any such emissions increase would be within the baseline
environmental conditions.” DEIR, Appx. C.1, p. C.1-3.
First, this misses the point, as explained in my previous comments at Section II.D,
pp. 19-31. There are important differences between crudes that are not related to the weight and
sulfur content of the crude that result in adverse impacts. Even if the weight and sulfur content
of a particular crude blend fall within the range specified in the DEIR, or don’t change at all,
other components in the crude, such as TACs like benzene, or highly malodorous compounds
such as mercaptans, may be present at much higher concentrations than in the crudes they
replace with identical sulfur and API gravity.
Further, other characteristics of the crude, such as its vapor pressure or flammability, may
differ in significant ways from the crudes they would replace. These other constituents and
properties are not a function of the API gravity or the sulfur content and are present independent
of them. The DEIR’s consultant, Dr. McGovern, demonstrated there is no relationship between
vapor pressure (expressed as RVP) and crude gravity (expressed as API). DEIR, Appx. K,
p. K-18. This is further substantiated by analysis of data published by Enbridge, summarized
here in Figure 1. The Enbridge data covering 76 different types of crude oil show that crude oil
attributes of sulfur content and density are completely independent of vapor pressure.

4
Note that throughout the DEIR, the term “weight” is used to indicate API gravity or density, where “density” is
technically what is meant. We will use the same terminology in this report; “weight” indicates density.
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Figure 1: Reid Vapor Pressure Compared to Total Sulfur and Density for 76 different types of Crude Oil
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The vapor pressure of crude determines to a large extent the amount of ROG and TAC
emissions that are emitted when it is transported, stored, and refined. Thus, a crude slate may
have identical sulfur content and weight, but would result in dramatically different ROG and
TAC emissions. Similarly, the nature of the chemical bonds in crude determines the amount of
energy and hydrogen that must be supplied to refine it. Thus, a crude slate may have identical
sulfur and weight, but a different mix of chemicals that would affect the amount of energy and
hydrogen required to convert it into refined products.
These differences—in both chemical and physical characteristics other than API gravity
and sulfur content— fluctuate independent of sulfur content and API gravity and will result in
significant impacts that have not been considered in the DEIR. These impacts include, for
example, significant increases in ROG emissions, contributing to existing violations of ozone
ambient air quality standards; significant increases in TAC emissions, resulting in significant
health impacts; significant increases in malodorous sulfur compounds, resulting in significant
odor impacts; significant increases in combustion emissions, contributing to existing violations
of ambient air quality standards; and significant increases in flammability and thus the potential
for more dangerous accidents involving train derailments or spills on-site. The DEIR fails to
consider these significant impacts by raising irrelevant issues.
Second, the rationale that sulfur levels and density of the crude slate would stay within a
narrow range ignores the possibility of gradual creep within that range that would still be
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significant. This recently occurred at the nearby Chevron Richmond Refinery. This refinery
gradually changed crude slates, while staying within its established crude unit design basis for
total weight percent sulfur of the blended feed to the crude unit. 5 This change increased
corrosion rates in the 4-sidecut line, which led to a catastrophic pipe failure in the #4 Crude Unit
on August 6, 2012. This accident sent 15,000 people from the surrounding area for medical
treatment due to the release and resulting fire that created huge black clouds of pollution over the
surrounding community. Fox IS/MND Comments, pp. 25–26.
These types of accidents can be reasonably expected to result from incorporating tar
sands crudes into the Benicia crude slate, even if the range of sulfur and gravity of the crudes
remain the same, unless significant upgrades in metallurgy occur, as these crudes have a
significant concentration of sulfur in the heavy components of the crude coupled with high total
acid number (TAN) and high solids, which aggravate corrosion. The gas oil and vacuum resid
piping, for example, may not be able to withstand naphthenic acid or sulfidation corrosion from
tar sands crudes, leading to catastrophic releases. 6 Fox IS/MND Comments, pp. 35-36.
Catastrophic releases of air pollution from these types of accidents were not considered in
the DEIR. Rather, the DEIR relies on the Refinery’s existing Process Safety Management
program, including the Management of Change (MOC) and Mechanical Integrity (MI) programs,
to prevent corrosion. DEIR, p. 3-16. However, these programs were also in place at Chevron at
the time of the August 2012 accident discussed above, and they did not prevent a catastrophic
accident caused by sulfur creep. The recent Chevron FEIR incorporated many additional
mitigation measures to improve these programs, 7 which should be required for the Valero Rail
Project.
Third, the unloading rack, storage tanks and associated fugitive components are major
sources of the ROG and TAC emissions. These unload, transport, and store crude oil as
delivered, before it is blended. Therefore, the argument that the rail-imported crude is blended
before it is refined is irrelevant.

5

US Chemical Safety and Hazard Investigation Board, Chevron Richmond Refinery Pipe Rupture and Fire, August
6, 2012, p.34 ("While Chevron stayed under its established crude unit design basis for total wt. % sulfur of the
blended feed to the crude unit, the sulfur composition significantly increased over time. This increase in sulfur
composition likely increased corrosion rates in the 4-sidecut line.").

6

See, for example, K. Turini, J. Turner, A. Chu, and S. Vaidyanathan, Processing Heavy Crudes in Existing
Refineries. In: Proceedings of the AIChe Spring Meeting, Chicago, IL, American Institute of Chemical Engineers,
New York, NY, Available at: http://www.aiche-fpd.org/listing/112.pdf.

7

See, for example, Chevron Refinery Modernization Project, Revisions to Draft EIR Volumes 1& 2, p. 4-40,
Mitigation Measure 4.13-7h, Available at: http://chevronmodernization.com/project-documents/.
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1. The CBR Project DEIR Must Evaluate the Potential Impacts of the Full Range of
Crude Oil Types That Could Be Imported
The CBR Project DEIR asserts: “There is no reason to believe that…Valero would be
more likely to purchase heavy Canadian crudes than any number of other North American crudes
that are lighter and/or sweeter…” DEIR, Appx. C.1, p. C.1-1. The CBR Project DEIR presents
a table that lists 38 “available North American crudes” that could potentially be imported by the
proposed rail facilities. DEIR, Table 3-1. Of these 38 crudes, 87% or 33 of them, are Canadian
tar sands crudes and of the tar sands, 15 are “heavy sour” and 5 are “medium sour.” Canadian
tar sands crudes are chemically distinct from the current crude slate and thus will result in
significant impacts that were not analyzed in the CBR Project DEIR. Fox IS/MND Comments,
pp. 25-28. DEIR Table 3-1 is prima facie evidence that tar sands crudes are likely to be in the
mix of crudes that will be imported by the CBR Project.
Regardless of which of these 38 crudes is selected, the DEIR must analyze the full range
of resulting impacts, from all of the 38, as the DEIR suggests all or any of them may be refined.
Impacts would vary greatly between tar sands crudes on the heavy high sulfur end and by
Bakken crudes on the light sweet end, each end of this range with unique and significant impacts.
The DEIR does not include impacts from either of these, but rather only an unidentified default
crude that is not representative of any of the 38. See Comment III.
2. Blended Weight and Sulfur Content Do Not Determine ROG and TAC Emissions
The CBR Project DEIR argues that “even if Valero were to purchase large amounts of
heavy sour Canadian crudes as a result of the Project, this would not cause an increase in refinery
emissions because Valero must blend crude feedstocks to a narrow range of weight and sulfur
content before processing them.” DEIR, pp. 3-14, 3-24, 4.1-17, C.1-1/2. This is insufficient
information to analyze impacts, as noted above, because the weight (API gravity) and sulfur
content are not the only characteristics of crude oil that determine environmental impacts. Other
important factors include volatility, flammability, metal content, ROG speciation profile, the
specific suit of heavy organic compounds in the crude, and the TAC and sulfur speciation profile
(i.e., the concentration of individual TAC and sulfur compounds present in the crude).
Elevated levels of benzene or hydrogen sulfide, for example, cannot be blended out
because they are emitted from tanks and fugitive components before the crudes reach the mixing
tanks. The majority of the toxic TACs and malodorous chemicals are emitted before blending
occurs, during unloading and from fugitive components along the pipeline and at the storage
tanks. Blending by itself does not eliminate them.
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Similarly, elevated metals that end up in coke fugitive particulate emissions cannot be
blended out. No matter how much blending is done with relatively less contaminated crudes, a
significant amount of heavy metals from lower quality rail-imported crude would still remain,
mostly partitioning to the coke. Blending also does not remove but only dilutes elevated
concentrations of high molecular weight organic compounds such asphaltenes and resins that
require high energy input to break down into marketable products. Fox IS/MND Comments,
pp. 4-10. These characteristics may vary in significant ways among crudes with the same range
of API gravity and sulfur, resulting in significant environmental impacts. Fox IS/MND
Comments, pp. 29-30.
3. Crude Slate Impacts Are Not Part of the Baseline
The CBR Project DEIR indicates that Valero made significant modifications to the
Refinery between 2004 and 2010. These modifications are collectively known as the “Valero
Improvement Project” or VIP. The City certified the VIP project EIR and approved the VIP
project in April 2003. It later certified the VIP EIR addendum in July 2008. DEIR, p. 3-12.
The CBR Project DEIR argues that crude slate impacts are part of the VIP baseline,
“[e]ven if refinery emissions were to increase based on Valero’s purchase of heavy sour
Canadian crudes, any such emissions increases would properly be considered part of the baseline
because the baseline includes the full scope of operation allowed under existing permits that
were issued based upon prior CEQA review.” DEIR, p. C.1-1. The DEIR cites several CEQA
cases regarding subsequent environmental review for modifications to existing projects.
Setting aside legal considerations, this argument has no technical merits for three reasons.
First, the scope of operations previously approved did not include any impacts from a crude slate
change and did not contemplate the crudes listed in DEIR Table 3-1. Second, the CBR Project
Project is not a modification of the previously permitted VIP, which underwent CEQA review.
Third, even assuming the VIP EIR evaluated a crude slate change and the CBR Project is just a
modification of the VIP, both of which are false, the regulatory framework has changed,
requiring additional CEQA review.
a.

The Scope of the VIP Project Did Not Include Impacts from Crude Slate Change

Even if the CBR Project were simply a modification of the VIP Project, the VIP EIR did
not evaluate impacts from a crude slate change. The existence of permits, absent CEQA review
of the proposed change, is not determinative.
The VIP CEQA documents do not discuss cost-advantaged North American crudes, such
as those in CBR Project DEIR Table 3-1. None of these crudes is evaluated, or even identified,
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in the VIP EIR. Thus, the impacts of refining these crudes were in no way considered or
incorporated. Therefore, the CBR Project DEIR cannot rely on the VIP CEQA review to address
the impacts of refining any of them. Rather, the VIP EIR proposed to import heavy sour crudes
by ship. The crudes available by ship in 2002 are chemically and physically different from the
crudes available by rail in 2014, over a decade later. The oil markets have changed dramatically
due to the advent of fracking and the development of tar sands, all of which occurred long after
the VIP EIR analyses were performed.
There are many cost-advantaged, heavy high sulfur crudes that likely were the target of
the VIP analyses prepared in 2002, such as heavy sour crudes from Ecuador, Venezuela,
Colombia and Iraq, which were refined at the post-VIP Refinery. Fox IS/MND Comments,
Figure 1. These heavy sour crudes are distinguishable from the crudes that are currently the
target of the CBR Project, which are tar sands crudes and light sweet crudes with distinct
physical and chemical characteristics. DEIR, p. C.2-1. The crudes that are currently the target
of the CBR Project (DEIR, Table 3-1) were not available in the marketplace in 2002 when the
VIP CEQA analysis was performed and thus were not considered in prior CEQA analyses. The
differences between the crudes considered in the VIP EIR and those that would be imported by
the CBR Project are discussed in my July 2013 comments on the IS/MND.
There is no evidence that the VIP was designed to refine, and that the VIP CEQA review
addressed, the unique impacts of refining any of the cost-advantaged North American crudes
listed in DEIR Table 3-1. Further, the lynchpin of the VIP EIR, a new, bigger hydrogen plant to
allow refining of more heavy sour crude, may not be built as Valero has enough hydrogen to
meet its current needs. DEIR, p. 3-12. This could be due to the availability of hydrogen from
another source or a change in crude slate to lighter crudes that do not require more hydrogen
to refine.
Bakken and Bakken blends with tar sands crudes, for example, would fall into this class.
Further, the rail emissions assume a line haul one-way distance of 1,500 miles (DEIR, p. 4.1-22
and Appx. E.5, pdf 1197), which is consistent with Bakken crudes. There is no evidence in the
record that impacts from refining this lighter, sweeter crude were considered in the VIP EIR.
These impacts are discussed below in Comment I.B.
b. The CBR Project Is a New Project
The City did not treat the CBR Project as a modification of a previously permitted project
in the IS/MND, but rather as a new project. Furthermore, even the DEIR refers to the VIP as a
“previous” project. DEIR at 1-4. The characterization of the CBR Project as a modification of
the VIP Project in the DEIR for baseline purposes improperly characterizes the projects and
causes the CBR Project DEIR to underestimate or ignore real environmental impacts.
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c. The Regulatory Framework Has Changed, Requiring Additional CEQA Review
Even if one hypothetically assumed that the VIP EIR evaluated the crude slate switch
facilitated by the CBR Project, the regulatory and informational framework within which the
CBR Project would be developed has changed dramatically, rendering the 2002 analysis
obsolete. The City certified the VIP project EIR and approved the VIP project in April 2003. It
later certified a VIP EIR addendum in July 2008. DEIR, p. 3-12. The Addendum incorporated a
flue gas change related to the Main Stack Scrubber and added an analysis of greenhouse gas
emissions. These changes do not affect any of the issues discussed here. 8
When the VIP CEQA analysis was performed, none of the cost-advantaged crudes listed
in Table 3-1 were in the marketplace. In response to ESA questions, for example, Valero
responded that the CBR Project “was implemented to take advantage of land-locked North
American crudes that have recently become available.” Valero 2013, 9 p. 1 (emphasis added).
As discussed earlier, these crudes are notably different from the current crude slate, in ways that
are much broader than just sulfur content and weight. Thus, none of the impacts of refining
these physically and chemically distinct crudes could have been anticipated and evaluated in
2002 when the VIP CEQA analysis was performed. Further, as explained in my comments on
the IS/MND, the regulatory framework has significantly changed, requiring additional CEQA
review even if the Project were a modification of a project that had previously undergone CEQA
review. Fox IS/MND Comments, pp. 33-34.
Since the VIP FEIR was certified in 2003, new scientific evidence about the potential
adverse impacts of air pollutants has become available, and in response, new guidance has been
published and several federal and state ambient air quality standards have been revised. These
include:
•

The 8-hour state ozone standard was approved by the California Air Resources Board
(CARB) on April 28, 2005 and became effective on May 17, 2006;

•

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) lowered the 24-hour PM2.5
(particulate matter equal to or smaller than 2.5 micrometers) standard from 65 µg/m3
to 35 µg/m3 in 2006. EPA designated the Bay Area as nonattainment of this PM2.5
standard on October 8, 2009;

•

On June 2, 2010, the EPA established a new 1-hour SO2 (sulfur dioxide) standard,
effective August 23, 2010;

8

Valero Improvement Project, Addendum to VIP EIR, June 2008, Available at:
http://www.ci.benicia.ca.us/vertical/sites/%7B3436CBED-6A58-4FEF-BFDF5F9331215932%7D/uploads/%7B5A35F17D-5E23-404C-8032-6597BE84B5F9%7D.PDF.
9

Valero Responses to: Valero Crude by Rail Project Data Request Number 2, April 2, 2013.
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•

The EPA promulgated a new 1-hour NO2 (nitrogen dioxide) standard of 0.1 ppm,
effective January 22, 2010;

•

The EPA issued the greenhouse gas tailoring rule in May 2010, which requires
controls of GHG emissions not contemplated in the VIP FEIR or the 2008
Addendum;

•

The CARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as “toxic air contaminants” with no
threshold level of exposure below which there are no adverse health effects
determined;

•

The EPA issued a final rule for a national lead standard, rolling 3-month average, on
October 15, 2008. The Project would increase lead emissions. Fox IS/MND
Comments, p. 1, 20;

•

Various BAAQMD regulations, including Regulation 2-2 (adopted December 19,
2012); and

•

BAAQMD is currently developing a regional refinery regulation that could require
additional emission controls.

B. Light Sweet Crudes
B11-28

Light sweet crudes such as Bakken could be imported by rail and could result in an
increase in ROG and TAC emissions from storage tanks, pumps, compressors, valves, and
connectors that were not considered in the IS/MND. Fox IS/MND Comments, pp. 11, 25-28.
The CBR Project DEIR concedes that “[o]nce the Project is constructed and operational, Valero
may well purchase large amounts of light sweet North American crudes. In fact, this is Valero’s
stated plan.” DEIR, p. C.2-1. Elsewhere, the DEIR notes that “[o]nce the Project is complete,
Valero plans to obtain North American crudes that are, on average, lighter and sweeter than
Valero’s current feedstocks. According to Valero, the North American crudes will be ‘Alaskan
North Slope (ANS) look-alikes or sweeter’ (Valero, 2013).” DEIR, p. 3-24. The closest and
most cost advantaged of light sweet North American crudes listed in Table 3-1 that could be
blended to be an ANS look-alike is Bakken crude.
An ANS look-alike crude, for example, could be created by blending 55% Bakken and
45% Western Canadian Select at a cost potentially far less than the ANS market price. The
resulting mix has the same API gravity and slightly higher sulfur than ANS, and virtually
identical distillation yields. 10 Both of these crudes are listed as available North American crudes
in the DEIR. DEIR, Table 3-1. See also DEIR, pp. K-16/17. Alternatively, some of the lighter
crudes, such as Bakken, could be fed directly to refining units, such as the fluid catalytic
cracking unit (FCCU), eliminating the need for blending. Thus, the DEIR must evaluate the
10
John R. Auers and John Mayes, North American Production Boom Pushes Crude Blending, Oil & Gas Journal,
May 6, 2013, Available at: http://www.ogj.com/articles/print/volume-111/issue-5/processing/north-americanproduction-boom-pushes.html.

Comment Letter B11

impacts of importing by rail and processing both Bakken and tar sands crudes, which span the
range of likely impacts.
1. Bakken Crudes Have Properties That Will Result in Significant Impacts Not
Evaluated in the DEIR
The DEIR makes the same arguments as to weight and sulfur content as previously made
with respect to heavy sour crudes. The DEIR asserts that refining 70,000 bbl/day of light sweet
crude would not cause an increase in ROG emissions because: “(a) Valero must blend crude
feedstocks to a narrow range of weight and sulfur content before processing them, and (b)
therefore, the average weight and sulfur content of crudes delivered to the Refinery will remain
the same. In other words, any deliveries of light North American crudes by rail would simply
replace the delivery of other light crudes by ship.” DEIR, p. C.2-1. This is wrong for two
principal reasons.
First, this is wrong because most of the ROG and TACs are emitted before the crudes are
blended, from the rail cars, unloading, pipeline fugitive components (valves, pumps, connectors),
and crude storage tanks. According to the Project description, two unit trains, each potentially
carrying Bakken crude oil, would be unloading within a 24-hour period. DEIR, p. 3-22. This
would result in an increase in daily ROG and TAC emissions, regardless of blending
downstream to meet ANS-lookalike quality.
Second, this is wrong because all light sweet crudes are not created equal. The average
weight (API gravity) and amount of sulfur in light sweet crudes do not determine the amount of
ROG and TACs that will be emitted from Refinery tanks, pumps, compressors, valves, and
connectors. The DEIR is correct when it asserts that “there is no relationship between the weight
of a particular crude oil and the amount of fugitive emissions released from equipment
containing that crude oil.” DEIR, p. C.2-1. See also Figure 1.
The amount of ROG and TAC emissions is determined by the “volatility” of the crude
and the concentration of TACs within the crude, not by its weight or sulfur content. The
volatility can vary widely for “light sweet crudes,” independent of weight and sulfur content.
Processing in the oil fields, in particular, significantly affects volatility of shipped crudes, as
discussed below. Bakken crudes, which are likely to be imported by the CBR Project, have
uniquely elevated volatility, which has led to many spectacular accidents, such as those that
occurred at Lac-Mégantic 11; Casselton, North Dakota 12; Alabama 13; and more recently,
Lynchburg, Virginia. 14

11

NTSB, Safety Recommendation In reply refer to: R-14-4 through -6; January 21, 2014. Available at:
http://www.ntsb.gov/doclib/recletters/2014/R-14-004-006.pdf.
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Volatility is measured in pounds per square inch (psi) and is typically reported as Reid
Vapor Pressure (RVP). 15 Vapor pressure is an indirect measure of the evaporation rate of
volatile compounds in the crude oil, with higher vapor pressures indicating greater losses from
evaporation. The DEIR neglected to disclose the well-known relationship between the vapor
pressure of a crude and the amount of emissions released from equipment containing the crude, 16
which is incorporated into the EPA TANK 4.0.9d model, universally used to estimate ROG and
TAC emissions from tanks, including in the DEIR for this Project.
The CBR Project would facilitate the import of Bakken crudes, which have uniquely
elevated vapor pressures compared to the light sweet crudes they would replace. As discussed
elsewhere in these comments, most of the imported crude that would be replaced is Alaska North
Slope (ANS) crude (API gravity = 31.6o, S = 0.96%) and similar or heavier foreign imports. The
ANS crude has a Reid Vapor Pressure (RVP) of 6.3 psi. 17 Most foreign imports have an even
lower RVP. In comparison, Bakken crudes (API gravity = 38-40o, S = 0.2%), the most likely
replacement, have a RVP of up to 15.5 psi. 18 Thus, replacing ANS and foreign imports with
Bakken would increase ROG and TAC emissions from tanks and fugitive sources by up to a
factor of 2.5. The TAC emissions would increase even more as the concentration of TACs in the
Table 3-1 crudes are much higher than in the current crude slate.
The volatility and TAC speciation information required to evaluate this crude switch,
from ANS, to an ANS-look alike based on a Bakken blend, is completely absent from the DEIR.
Vapor pressure and crude TAC speciation information are not confidential and are routinely
12

NTSB, Preliminary Report; DCA14MR004, 2014. Available at:
https://www.ntsb.gov/doclib/reports/2014/Casselton_ND_Preliminary.pdf.
13

Karlamangla, Soumya, “Train in Alabama oil spill was carrying 2.7 million gallons of crude.” Los Angeles Times,
http://articles.latimes.com/2013/nov/09/nation/la-na-nn-train-crash-alabama-oil-20131109, November 9, 2013.
14

Los Angeles Times, May 1 2014, http://www.latimes.com/nation/nationnow/la-na-nn-ntsb-investigation-fierycrude-oil-train-derailment-virginia-20140501-story.html.
15

Measured by American Society for Testing and Materials Method ASTM D323-08, Standard Test Method for
Vapor Pressure of Petroleum Products (Reid Method) is used to determine the vapor pressure at 100 F with initial
boiling point above 32 F.
16

See AP-42, Section 7.1: Organic Liquid Storage Tanks.

17

ExxonMobil Refining and Supply Company, ANS11U, Available at:
http://www.exxonmobil.com/crudeoil/about_crudes_ans.aspx and
http://www.exxonmobil.com/crudeoil/download/ans11u.pdf.
18

Classification and Hazard Communication Provisions for Crude Oil – Bakken Crude Oil Data, June 13, 2014,
Available at: http://www.unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/trans/doc/2014/dgac10c3/UN-SCETDG-45-INF26e.pdf;
Dangerous Goods Transport Consulting, Inc., A Survey of Bakken Crude Oil Characteristics Assembled for the U.S.
Department of Transportation, Submitted by American Fuel & Petrochemical Manufacturers, May 14, 2014, pp. 5,
19, Available for download from: https://www.afpm.org;
North Dakota Petroleum Council, Bakken Crude Quality Assurance Study, Available at:
http://www.ndoil.org/image/cache/Summary_2.pdf;
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included in public documents to support tank and fugitive emission calculations. Further, crude
assay data is widely reported. 19 See, for example, the Tesoro Vancouver Application. 20
The DEIR offers irrelevant information to support its theory, arguing that “the amount of
fugitive emissions from a piece of equipment is a function of the mechanical integrity of the
equipment and the pressure applied to its contents. The weight of the crude oil is not a factor.”
DEIR, p. C.2-2. While this is partially correct, in that the design of the equipment and the
pressure exerted by the contained crude oil on this design are important factors that determine
the amount of emissions during routine operations, it fails to acknowledge other key factors such
as RVP and TAC concentrations in the crude discussed above. The DEIR must evaluate the
foreseeable scenarios of both light sweet crude, including Bakken, and heavy sour crude,
including tar sands.
The foreseeable switch from ANS and other current components of Valero’s crude slate
to a Bakken crude or a Bakken-tar sands mix, included in DEIR Table 3-1, is a feedstock change
that should have been explicitly identified and evaluated in the DEIR. These new crudes are
chemically and physically different from the current crude slate and the crude slate evaluated in
the VIP EIR in ways that are not captured by exclusive consideration of crude slate sulfur
content and API gravity. These differences will result in significant impacts not evaluated or
disclosed in the CBR Project DEIR.
Bakken crudes have unique chemical and physical characteristics that distinguish them
from currently refined crudes and which would result in significant environmental impacts not
identified in the DEIR, including significant risk of upset, air quality, odor, and public health
impacts. These unique characteristics include high volatility, flammability, 21 and elevated
concentrations of TACs and ROG.
The amount of TACs and ROG released from storage tanks and fugitive components
depends upon the vapor pressure of the crude oil. Bakken crude oils are the most volatile of the

19

Jeff Thompson, Public Crude Assay Websites, February 24, 2011. http://www.coqa-inc.org/docs/defaultsource/meeting-presentations/20110224_Thompson_Jeff.pdf.
20

Tesoro Savage, Application for Site Certification Agreement (Vancouver Application), vol. 1, August 29, 2013,
Available at: http://www.efsec.wa.gov/Tesoro%20Savage/Application/EFSEC%20201301%20Volume%20I/EFSEC%202013-01%20-%20Compiled%20PDF%20Volume%20I.pdf and vol. 2, Available
at: http://www.efsec.wa.gov/Tesoro%20Savage/Application/EFSEC%202013-01%20Volume%20II%20%20Appendices/EFSEC%202013-01%20Compiled%20Volume%20II.pdf.
21
Flammable crude oils will ignite when they are mixed with air in certain concentration ranges. The lowest
temperature at which they produce sufficient vapor to support combustion is called the “flash point”.
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crudes listed in DEIR Table 3-1. Crude oil data collected by Capline Pipeline, which tested
crudes from 86 locations world-wide for vapor pressure, found the following: 22
“[l]ight, sweet oil from the Bakken Shale had a far higher vapor pressure – making it
much more likely to throw off combustible gases – than crude from dozens of other
locations… According to the data, oil from North Dakota and the Eagle Ford Shale in
Texas had vapor-pressure readings of over 8 pounds per square inch, although Bakken
readings reached as high as 9.7 PSI. U.S. refiner Tesoro Corp., a major transporter of
Bakken crude to the West Coast, said it regularly has received oil from North Dakota
with even more volatile pressure readings – up to 12 PSI. By comparison, Louisiana
Light Sweet from the Gulf of Mexico, had vapor pressure of 3.33 PSI, according to the
Capline data.”
This data, summarized in Figure 1, shows that “light” crude oils vary substantially in
vapor pressure and thus would have a wide range of environmental impacts when stored and
transported. The more volatile the crude, the higher the ROG, TACs, and methane (a potent
greenhouse gas) emissions, the higher the flammability, and the greater the potential
consequences in the event of an accident. Thus, the DEIR’s assertions that there will be no
increase in ROG and TACs as lights will replace lights is simply inaccurate.
Figure 2: Volatility (psi) of Some Commonly Refined Crude Oils

Source: Wall Street Journal, February 23, 2014
22

Russell Gold, Analysis of Crude From North Dakota Raises Further Questions About Rail Transportation, Wall
Street Journal, February 23, 2014.
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Other data, summarized by American Fuel & Petrochemical Manufacturers 23 indicate
that the RVP of Bakken crude oil can be substantially higher than the value reported based on
Capline Pipeline data. A study of Bakken crudes involved in the Lac-Mégantic accident by the
Transportation Safety Board of Canada (TSBC) 24 concluded that the volatility and flammability
of Bakken crudes were more similar to gasoline than to crude oil, distinguishing Bakken crudes
from conventional crude oils.
Figure 3
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Source: Dangerous Goods Transport Consulting, Inc., 2014

Bakken and other light crude oils taken straight from the well typically contain large
amounts of natural gas liquids (NGLs), known as light ends or condensate. 25 These include C2
to C5 hydrocarbons: methane, propane, butane, ethane, and pentane. These are the components
most likely to volatilize, burn, or explode in an accident. These light ends have the effect of
increasing a crude’s vapor pressure, lowering its flash point and lowering its initial boiling point,
all of which result in increased environmental risks. These are called “live” crude oils. The high
concentration of light ends makes them highly flammable, more likely to form fire balls and
23

Dangerous Goods Transport Consulting, Inc., 2014, North Dakota Petroleum Council.

24
Transportation Safety Board of Canada, TSB Laboratory Report LP148/2013 (TSBC 2013), Available at:
http://www.bst-tsb.gc.ca/eng/lab/rail/2013/lp1482013/LP1482013.asp.
25

Dangerous Goods Transport Consulting, Inc., 2014,
https://www.afpm.org/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=4229.
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boiling liquid expanding vapor explosions (BLEVES) in accidents. The failure to recognize this
resulted in a significant underestimate of ROG and TAC emissions and hazards in the CBR
Project DEIR.
In most petroleum-producing regions, light ends are removed before they are shipped
using a stabilizer—a tall, cylindrical tower that uses heat to separate the light ends, which are
then condensed and sent to a fractionator for processing. Crude stabilizers and NGL pipelines to
send the recovered NGLs to market are ubiquitous in oil fields that produce light crude oils as
crude pipeline specifications set pressure limits that force stripping of the NGLs. However, in
the Bakken fields, this infrastructure is rare and most Bakken crude that is shipped by rail is
shipped live. This distinguishes it from other light crudes, which are shipped dry, e.g., Eagle
Ford crudes in Texas, where oil field infrastructure exists to process it and most of it is shipped
by pipeline, which requires that NGLs be stripped. 26
Other crudes that Bakken would replace, such as ANS, are hard to ignite because they do
not have as much combustible light ends. Most light crudes, including the imported foreign
crudes currently processed, are stabilized. These stabilized crudes will not actively boil at
ambient temperature and can be more safely shipped, stored, and refined. Thus, while “light”
crude may replace other types of “light” crude, there are major differences in composition that
affect environmental impacts. The CBR Project DEIR does not impose any condition(s) that
require that NGLs be removed from received crudes to mitigate these impacts. Thus, analyses
must assume that they will be present.
In addition, Bakken crudes, when blended with heavy crudes to meet crude slate
requirements, have resulted in many refinery operating issues, which increase emissions. These
include fouling of the cold preheat train; desalter upsets; and fouling of hot preheater exchangers
and furnaces; as well as corrosion. 27 These operating problems increase emissions. These
operating problems and attendant emission increases were not disclosed in the CBR
Project DEIR.
2. Crude Slate Impacts Are Not Part of the Baseline
The DEIR next asserts that “[e]ven if VOC emissions were to increase based on Valero’s
purchase of light North American crudes, any such emissions increases would properly be
considered part of the baseline because the baseline includes the full scope of operations allowed
under existing permits that were issued based upon prior CEQA review.” DEIR, p. C.2-1.
26

‘Degassing’ North Dakota Crude Oil Before Shipping Among Safety Ideas, Insurance Journal, May 14, 2014,
Available at: http://www.insurancejournal.com/news/national/2014/05/14/329095.htm.
27

Innovative Solutions for Processing Shale Oils, Hydrocarbon Processing, 7/10/2013,
http://www.hydrocarbonprocessing.com/Article/3223989/Innovative-solutions-for-processing-shale-oils.html.
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Elsewhere, the DEIR asserts, “Finally, even if one assumed that Valero will purchase
70,000 barrels per day of light sweet North American crude, and the crudes delivered and
processed became substantially lighter, any resulting increase in emissions would be within the
baseline for operational air quality impact.” This is supported by citing the same suite of CEQA
cases relied on for the parallel argument with respect to heavy sour crudes discussed above.
DEIR, p. C.2-2. The response to this argument around heavy sour crudes applies equally here
and is incorporated by reference.
The baseline argument for light sweet crudes goes a step further than for heavy sour
crudes, arguing that “Valero holds permits for all of the Refinery’s process equipment… The
City and the BAAQMD issued these permits based on the environmental impact report (EIR) for
the Valero Improvement Project (VIP) prepared and certified by the City in 2003. The baseline
includes the full scope of operations allowed under these permits. In particular, the baseline
includes the permitted operation of the Refinery’s eight crude oil storage tanks (storage tanks
S-57 through S-62, S-1047, and S-1048). In connection with the VIP, the BAAQMD issued
permits based on the City’s EIR.” DEIR, p. C.2-3.
This mischaracterizes the VIP EIR and the permits for the subject tanks. The VIP EIR
evaluated only the two new storage tanks (VIP DEIR, p. 3-51) and the increase in ROG
emissions from several other unidentified tanks up to a 5 ton/year increase in ROG relative to a
3-year baseline, based on a vapor pressure of 5 psi. 28 VIP DEIR, Table 4.2-9. The CBR Project
would facilitate an additional increase in ROG and TAC emissions from these tanks over the
same 3-year baseline, due to an increase in the vapor pressure of the stored crude oils and higher
amounts of TACs in the rail-imported crudes. Thus, the VIP EIR did not evaluate the full scope
of the ROG and TAC emissions that would occur as a result of the CBR Project.
In addition, the VIP EIR analyzed the TAC emissions from these tanks. These emissions
were based on a speciation profile that assumes far less toxic air contaminants than would be
present in the crudes listed in the CBR Project. DEIR Table 3-1. For example, the VIP EIR
calculations assumed that benzene would be present in the crudes stored in new Tanks 1707 and
1708 at 0.009 weight percent (wt.%). 29 The benzene content of the suite of tar sands crudes
listed in DEIR Table 3-1 are substantially higher than 0.009 wt.%, ranging from 0.02 wt.% to

28

The BAAQMD Permit Handbook in Chapter 3.1 refers to U.S. EPA’s AP-42 guidelines, Chapter 5.2, in which a
default RVP for crude oil is listed as 5 psi, though it is noted that RVP of crude oils can range from less than 1 up to
10 psi. See: http://hank.baaqmd.gov/pmt/handbook/rev02/PH_00_05_03_01.pdf and
http://www.epa.gov/ttnchie1/ap42/.
29
The benzene concentration assumed in the storage tanks is calculated from post-VIP ROG emissions of 193 ton/yr
(VIP DEIR, Table 4.2-9) and the post-VIP benzene emissions of 33.93 lb/yr (VIP DEIR, Table 4.7-6) as:
100x[33.93 lb/yr/(193 ton/yr)(2000 lb/ton)] = 0.009 wt%.
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0.81 wt.%, 30 or over 2 to 90 times higher. Similarly, Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDSs)
submitted by others seeking to import similar cost-advantaged North American crudes, including
Bakken, indicate benzene concentrations up to 7 wt.%, 31 with Bakken crudes generally having
the highest concentrations of benzene among all those evaluated. Benzene is a known human
carcinogen. Human exposure to benzene has been associated with a range of acute and longterm adverse health effects and diseases, including cancer and adverse hematological,
reproductive and development effects. 32
The CBR Project DEIR incorrectly asserts that “even if the Project were to cause an
increase in ROG emissions from storage tanks, any such increase would be considered part of the
baseline conditions.” DEIR, p. C.2-3. The CEQA baseline is not determined by permit
conditions, but rather by actual conditions. The full scope of tank operations, i.e., storing crude
oils that have much higher vapor pressures and concentrations of TACs than existed in the
market place at the time of the 2002 VIP CEQA review, were never subject to CEQA review and
must be evaluated in the instant case.
II.

THE DEIR UNDERESTIMATED ROG EMISSIONS

The DEIR estimated that the Project would result in a net decrease in ROG emissions of
1.61 ton/yr, as summarized in Table 1. DEIR, Table 4.1-5.
Table 1: Annual and Daily Net Operational ROG Emissions

Source
Unloading Rack & Pipeline Fugitive Components
Locomotives
Marine Vessels (Displaced Baseline)
Total Net Emissions

ROG*
(ton/yr)
1.88
1.70
-5.18
-1.61

ROG**
(lb/day)
10.30
9.32
-28.38
-8.77

* Source: DEIR Table 4.1-5
** Calculated as (ton/year)(2000 lbs/ton)/(365 days/year)
30

www.crudemonitor.ca. Concentrations reported in volume % (v/v) in this source were converted to weight % by
dividing by the ratio of compound density in kg/m3 at 25 C (benzene =876.5 kg/m3) to crude oil density in kg/m3,
based on the most recent sample, as of June 27, 2014.
31

TSBC 2013; Tesoro Savage, Application for Site Certification Agreement, vol. 2, Appendix G: Material Safety
Data Sheets for Enbridge Bakken (n-hexane = 11%); sour heavy crude oil (benzene = 7%; toluene = 7%;
ethylbenzene = 7%; xylene = 7%); sweet heavy crude oil (toluene = 7%); light sweet crude oil (benzene = 7%;
toluene = 7%; ethylbenzene = 7%; xylene = 7%), August 29, 2013, Available at:
http://www.efsec.wa.gov/Tesoro%20Savage/Application/EFSEC%202013-01%20Volume%20II%20%20Appendices/EFSEC%202013-01%20Compiled%20Volume%20II.pdf.
32

CARB, Report to the Scientific Review Panel on Benzene, Prepared by the Staffs of The Air Resources Board and
The Department of Health Services, November 27, 1984, Available at:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/toxics/id/summary/benzene.pdf; Chronic Toxicity Summary: Benzene, Available at:
http://www.oehha.org/air/chronic_rels/pdf/71432.pdf; World Health Organization, Exposure to Benzene: A Major
Public Health Concern, Available at: http://www.who.int/ipcs/features/benzene.pdf.
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The DEIR underestimated ROG emissions as it excluded many sources of ROG
emissions from the Project, discussed below. The increase in ROG emissions is significant
when these omissions are cured.
A. Decrease In Ship Emissions Are Not Real Or Enforceable
The ROG emissions in Table 1 assume marine vessel emissions would be reduced by
5.18 ton/yr, by eliminating 73 vessel trips (70,000 bbl/day x 365 day/350,000 bbl/vessel). DEIR,
p. 4.1-16. The DEIR asserts that “[c]rude oil delivered to the Refinery by tank car would not
displace crude oil delivered to the Refinery by pipeline.” DEIR, p. ES-3, 1-1.
However, it is well known that San Joaquin Valley crude oil production is declining. 33
The nearby Shell Oil Refinery in Martinez, for example, recently increased crude storage
capacity to substitute imported crude oil by marine vessel “for diminishing San Joaquin Valley
crude by pipeline.” DEIR, Table 5-1. ESA expressed concern that ship deliveries could increase
in the future to replace diminishing supplies of crude oil available by pipeline. Valero 2013,
Data Request No. 2, Item 1. 34 Further, the BAAQMD Statement of Basis for the VIP Project
states: “Valero anticipates the possibility that crude may no longer be brought in by pipeline.
This could result from a problem with the pipeline, or a change in the cost of crude that makes
pipeline supply no longer economical.” 35 Thus, it is entirely possible, especially in the absence
of any enforceable conditions of approval, that the Project would not decrease marine deliveries
to the extent claimed in the DEIR.
The DEIR must be modified to include clearly stated and enforceable provisions to assure
that any increase in ROG and TAC emissions from importing crude by rail rather than by marine
vessel or pipeline are fully offset by reductions in ship emissions and that the reductions are
achieved in practice. These conditions should include requirements to test, record, and report to
the City the RVP of all crude oil delivered by ship, rail, and pipeline and source testing of
representative ship and locomotive emissions to assure the reductions are achieved.
B. Storage Tanks ROG and TAC Emissions Were Omitted
The DEIR did not adequately quantify emissions from the tanks that would store the
crude oil delivered by rail. The emissions from floating-roof tanks include: tank breathing losses
33

California Energy Commission, Margaret Sheridan, California Crude Oil Production and Imports, April 2006,
Available at: http://www.energy.ca.gov/2006publications/CEC-600-2006-006/CEC-600-2006-006.PDF.
34
35

Valero Responses to: Valero Crude by Rail Project Data Request Number 2, April 2, 2013.

http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Engineering/Title%20V%20Permits/B2626/B2626_201005_renewal_03.ashx?la=en.
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(the sum of rim seal losses, withdrawal losses, deck fitting losses, and deck seam losses
estimated by the EPA model TANKS 4.0.9d) and roof landing losses.
1. Significant Tank Breathing Losses Were Omitted
Tank breathing losses are estimated using the EPA model: TANKS 4.0.9d. The CBR
Project DEIR did not include any emissions from the tanks that would store the rail-imported
crude.
The CBR Project DEIR describes the Project as replacing 70,000 bbl/day of crude oil
delivered by ship with 70,000 bbl/day of crude oil delivered by train. The CBR Project DEIR
fails to consider what happens to the crude oil after it is transferred from the rail cars through a
new pipeline. DEIR, Sec. 3.2. It simply states that the contents of each tank car will be pumped
“into storage tankage located in the Refinery’s crude oil storage tank field.” DEIR, p. 3-20. This
crude oil will be stored in existing storage tanks. As the imported crude oil will have a higher
vapor pressure than current crude oils stored in these tanks, ROG and TAC emissions from the
tanks will increase. The VIP EIR did not evaluate these emission increases. The CBR Project
DEIR also does not include these ROG and TAC emissions.
The Project described in the IS/MND included transferring crude oil from rail cars into
existing external floating roof tank 1776. This required changing the service of this tank from jet
fuel and other refinery products to crude oil. The ROG emissions were estimated with the EPA
TANKS 4.0.9d model for a throughput of 70,000 bbl/day and a crude oil RVP of 9.4 psi. The
resulting ROG emissions were 39.3 lb/day and 7.18 ton/yr. The net ROG emission increase,
relative to December 2009 through November 2012 baseline, was 23.7 lb/day and 4.33 ton/yr.
DEIR, Appx. E.3 (2/13 Application, Table 3-2). The supporting calculations for these emission
increases (in Appendix B to the February 2013 Application, provided in DEIR, Appx. E.3,
Attachments B-1 and B-2) were withheld from the DEIR as confidential business
information (CBI).
The Project was modified in November 2013 to replace Tank 1776 with Tanks 1701
through 1708 (S-57 through S-62). These are existing external floating roof tanks that are
currently permitted to store crude oil and have historically stored crude oil delivered by both ship
and pipeline. DEIR, Appx. E.4 (11/13 Application, p. 6). Thus, the baseline emissions from
these tanks include both San Joaquin Valley crudes and ANS and other ship-imported crudes.
These tanks are not in the Title V permit for the Valero Refinery, but rather in the Title V Permit
for NuStar Logistics, L.P., Facility B5574. The November 2013 Application incorrectly asserts
that these tanks are neither altered nor modified sources and thus are not subject to Authority to
Construct and New Source Review requirements for the CBR Project. DEIR, Appx. E.4 (11/13
Application, p. 7). The November 2013 Application at p. 7 (DEIR, Appx. E.4) asserts:
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“Changes in material stored. The tanks are currently permitted to store crude oil received
by marine vessels and pipeline. With the implementation of this project, the tanks will
continue to store crude oil. The crude oil will be received from rail cars, as well as from
marine vessels and pipeline. Tanks 1701 through 1706 have historically stored crude oil
delivered by ships and pipeline. Tanks 1707 and 1708 were recently constructed and were
permitted under NSR to store crude oil. These tanks currently comply with all the
requirements in Regulation 8, Rule 5, and associated permit conditions.”
Similarly, the DEIR argues (DEIR, p. 4.1-17):
“Nor would the Project cause any emissions increases from storage tanks. Currently, the
Refinery stores crude oil delivered by ship and pipeline in eight existing storage tanks
numbered 1701 through 1708. Crude oil delivered by rail would be stored in the same
tanks. The tanks would not be modified, and would continue to be subject to the same
throughput limit and other permit conditions.”
Thus, the DEIR does not include any ROG or TAC emissions from these tanks.
However, this assertion is invalid, as explained above. The basis of this argument is that “Valero
must blend crude feedstocks to a narrow range of weight and sulfur content before they can be
processed into marketable products. Because the crude oil blends cannot become significantly
heavier or lighter, nor contain significantly more sulfur, there would be no increase in processing
emissions.” DEIR, p. 4.1.17. This is immaterial as to ROG and TAC emissions because they do
not depend on weight and sulfur content of the crude, but rather on vapor pressure and TAC
speciation of the crude. These are not related to the gravity or sulfur content of the crude oil.
The ROG and TAC emissions from the receiving storage tanks would increase if
70,000 bbl/day of ship-imported or pipeline-imported crude were replaced with 70,000 bbl/day
of rail-imported crude. The DEIR is deficient for failing to include any estimate of these
emission increases and for withholding all information required to estimate these emissions,
information that is never classified as CBI in public documents—vapor pressures, tank
characteristics, baseline emissions, etc.
An approximate estimate of the increase in daily ROG emissions can be made from the
previously reported daily ROG emissions for Tank 1776. The IS/MND estimated daily ROG
emissions of 39.3 lb/day for a 70,000 bbl/day throughput of crude with an RVP of 9.4 psi. The
RVP of the baseline crude in the seven storage tanks that would be used is unknown. However,
the DEIR indicates that it is either San Joaquin Valley crude (pipeline) or Alaska North Slope
lookalikes.
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First, assuming the baseline crude has an RVP equal to that for Alaska North Slope
crude, or 6.3 psi, 36 the baseline ROG emissions for 70,000 bbl/day would be 26.3 lb/day. 37 The
increase in ROG emissions, from storing 70,000 bbl/day of Bakken crude in the same tank(s),
assuming the reported upper-bound vapor pressure for Bakken crude (15.5 psi) 38 would be
64.8 lb/day.39 Thus, the net increase in ROG emissions from replacing 70,000 bbl/day of shipimported ANS with 70,000 bbl/day of rail-imported Bakken is 38.5 lb/day (64.8 - 26.3 = 38.5).
The corresponding net increase in annual emissions would be 7.0 ton/year 40 if all of the railimported crude were Bakken. This is a reasonably foreseeable scenario as crudes required to
blend 100% Bakken to an ANS-lookalike crude could be imported by marine vessel
Second, assuming the baseline crude has an RVP equal to that of San Joaquin Valley
crude or other similar heavy sour crudes, 0.04 psi, 41 the baseline ROG emissions for 70,000
bbl/day would be 0.2 lb/day. 42 As detailed above, the increase in ROG emissions, from storing
70,000 bbl/day of Bakken crude in the same tank(s), assuming the reported upper-bound vapor
pressure for Bakken crude (15.5 psi) 43 would be 64.8 lb/day.44 Thus, the net increase in ROG
emissions from replacing 70,000 bbl/day of pipeline-imported San Joaquin Valley or other
similar heavy sour crudes with 70,000 bbl/day of rail-imported Bakken is 64.6 lb/day (64.8 - 0.2
= 64.6). The corresponding net increase in annual emissions would be 11.8 ton/year if all of the
rail-imported crude were Bakken. This is a reasonably foreseeable scenario as crudes required to
blend 100% Bakken to an ANS-lookalike could be imported by marine vessel.
The resulting daily net increase in ROG emissions for a San Joaquin Valley or other
similar heavy crude baseline, but otherwise assuming all of the CBR Project DEIR’s emissions,
is 56 lb/day, as shown in Table 2. This increase in ROG emissions is significant, as it exceeds

36

ExxonMobil Refining and Supply Company, ANS11U, Available at:
http://www.exxonmobil.com/crudeoil/about_crudes_ans.aspx and
http://www.exxonmobil.com/crudeoil/download/ans11u.pdf.
37

Baseline ROG emissions from storage of 70,000 bbl/day of ANS in one or more of existing tanks 1701 - 1708 =
(39.3 lb/day) (6.3 psi/9.4 psi) = 26.3 lb/day.

38

Classification and Hazard Communication Provisions for Crude Oil – Bakken Crude Oil Data, June 13, 2014.

39

Increase in POC emissions from storing 70,000 bbl/day of Bakken crude in one or more of existing tanks 17011708 = (39.3 lb/day)(15.5 psi/9.4 psi) = 64.8 lb/day.
40

Increase in annual emissions = (38.5 lb/day)(365 days/year)/(2000 lb/ton) = 7.02 ton/yr.

41

Emission Calculation Protocol for Oil Production Tanks, September 1, 2000.

42

Baseline ROG emissions from storage of 70,000 bbl/day of ANS in one or more of existing tanks 1701 - 1708 =
(39.3 lb/day) (0.04 psi/9.4 psi) = 0.17 lb/day.

43

Classification and Hazard Communication Provisions for Crude Oil – Bakken Crude Oil Data, June 13, 2014.

44
Increase in ROG emissions from storing 70,000 bbl/day of Bakken crude in one or more of existing tanks 1701 1708 = (39.3 lb/day)(15.5 psi/9.4 psi) = 64.8 lb/day.
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the BAAQMD CEQA significance threshold 45 of 54 lb/day and triggers New Source Review
thresholds that require Best Available Control Technology. This is a significant impact that was
not disclosed in the DEIR. The total Project increase would be even greater than the emissions
in Table 2, which do not include ROG increases from other omitted sources, discussed below.
Table 2: Revised Annual and Daily Net Operational ROG Emissions
San Joaquin Valley Crude Baseline

ROG
ROG
(ton/year) (lb/day)
Source
Unloading Rack & Pipeline Fugitive Components
1.88
10.30
Locomotives
1.70
9.32
Storage Tank (SJV Crude Baseline)
11.79
64.60
Marine Vessels (Displaced Baseline)
-5.18
-28.38
Total Net Emissions
10.19
55.83
BAAQMD CEQA Significance Threshold
10
54
Significant?
YES
YES
The increase in ROG emissions in Table 2 would be accompanied by an increase in TAC
emissions, which are estimated by multiplying the ROG emission increase by the weight percent
of each TAC in the ROG emissions (i.e., the TAC speciation profile). The contribution of TAC
emissions from these tanks were not included in the DEIR's health risk assessment, which only
evaluated diesel particulate matter and PM2.5.
Because the Project would result in significant ROG emissions, the lead agency is
required to examine the impact of the increase in localized ROG emissions on ambient air
quality and the local community and identify mitigation that is capable of reducing or
eliminating these impacts to below a level of significance. To mitigate the Project’s significant
ROG emissions, the City should consider feasible mitigation measures such as the use of zeroleak fugitive components; use of geodesic domes on external floating roof tanks, which are
commonly used on tanks that store RVP 11 crude oils; cable-suspended, full-contact floating
roofs; and the use geodesic domes on the existing fixed roof tanks. 46

45

BAAQMD Proposed Air Quality CEQA Thresholds of Significance, May 3, 2010, Available at:
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Planning%20and%20Research/CEQA/Summary_Table_Proposed_BAAQM
D_CEQA_Thresholds_May_3_2010.ashx?la=en.
46

See, e.g., Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery Carson Plant – Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project, September 6,
2013, Draft Negative Declaration (Carson Neg. Dec.), Available at:
https://www.aqmd.gov/CEQA/documents/2013/nonaqmd/Draft_ND_Phillips_66_Crude_Storage.pdf and City of
Richmond, Chevron Refinery Modernization Project DEIR (Chevron DEIR), Chapter 4.3, pp. 4.3-92, Available at:
http://chevronmodernization.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/03/4.3_Air-Quality.pdf.

B11-28

Comment Letter B11

2. Roof Landing, Degassing, and Cleaning Emissions Were Omitted
The increase in ROG emissions estimated above is based on an adjustment of a
calculation in the IS/MND based on EPA’s TANKS 4.0.9d model (TANKS). However, this
model only estimates rim seal losses, withdrawal losses, deck fitting losses, and deck seam
losses. It does not estimate roof landing losses, inspection losses, or flashing losses. Thus, it
underestimated tank emissions. Therefore, the above estimate of the increase in ROG emissions
in Table 2 is an underestimate. These additional emissions should be estimated, added to other
tank emissions, and mitigated when the DEIR is revised.
The Project involves seven existing external floating roof tanks configured to comply
with BAAQMD Regulation 8-5. DEIR, p. 3-5. These tanks are pontoon-type tanks. DEIR,
Appx. E.4 (2/13 Application, p. 1-8). Pontoon tank roofs are supported on legs. In floating roof
tanks with leg-supported roofs, the roof floats on the surface of the liquid inside the tank and
reduces evaporative losses during normal operations. However, when the tank is emptied, the
roof sits on the legs and is essentially uncontrolled.
The EPA has explained that the TANKS model does not include roof landings, and
recommended that they be estimated with the equations in AP-42. In other words, the EPA
TANKS model estimates evaporative emissions for normal operations only, i.e., it assumes that
the floating tank roof is always floating. 47 However, when a tank is emptied to the point that the
roof no longer floats on the liquid but lands on deck legs, evaporative losses occur.
After the floating roof is landed and the liquid level in the tank continues to
drop, a vacuum is created which could cause the floating roof to collapse. To
prevent damage and to equalize the pressure, a breather vent is actuated. Then,
a vapor space is formed between the floating roof and the liquid. The breather
vent remains open until the roof is again floated, so whenever the roof is
landed, vapor can be lost through this vent. 48
These losses are called “roof landing losses.”
In addition, “degassing and cleaning losses” occur when tanks are drained and degassed
for inspection and/or cleaning. These include both roof landing emissions, complete tank

47

EPA, TANKS Software Frequent Questions, Updated February 2010, Available at:
http://www.epa.gov/ttnchie1/faq/tanksfaq.html. (“How can I estimate emissions from roof landing losses in the
tanks program? … In November 2006, Section 7.1 of AP42 was updated with subsection 7.1.3.2.2 Roof Landings.
The TANKS program has not been updated with these new algorithms for internal floating roof tanks. It is based on
the 1997 version of section 7.1.”).
48

EPA, AP-42, Chapter 7.1 Organic Liquid Storage Tanks, November 2006, Available at:
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/chief/ap42/ch07/final/c07s01.pdf.
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degassing, and emissions from cleaning out accumulated sludge. These emissions are essentially
uncontrolled tank emissions. 49
The tank cleaning emissions could be substantially higher for Bakken crudes than for
other types of crude. Bakken crudes leave waxy deposits in pipelines and tanks, which require
more frequent cleaning, 50 and thus higher emissions, than the crudes they would replace.
Environmental impacts from chemical dispersants used to control these waxy deposits in tanks
and pipelines also should be evaluated.
The EPA recommends methods to estimate emissions from degassing and cleaning and
roof landing losses. 51 The method for estimating emissions depends on the construction of the
tank, e.g., the flatness of the tank bottom and the position of the withdrawal line (the so-called
liquid “heel”). Degassing, cleaning, and roof landing losses continue until the tank is refilled to
a sufficient level to again float the tank roof. Total ROG emissions from floating roof tanks
during a roof landing is the sum of standing idle losses and filling losses. They can be estimated
using formulas contained in EPA’s Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors (“AP-42”),
Chapter 7.1, Organic Liquid Storage Tanks, Section 7.1.3.2.2. These emissions are routinely
included in emission inventories. They are required to be reported, for example, in Texas. 52
They are also included in the emission inventory for Tesoro’s Vancouver Terminal, which
imports similar crudes by rail, and stores them in tanks. 53
To reduce emissions from tank breathing losses (Comment II.B.1), degassing, cleaning
and roof landing losses, the City should require the Applicant to install geodesic domes on the
tanks that would store rail-imported crudes, thus avoiding emissions from these and other tank
sources.

49

See EPA guidance on estimating these emissions at: http://www.epa.gov/ttnchie1/faq/tanksfaq.html#13 .

50

Innovative Solutions for Processing Shale Oils, Hydrocarbon Processing, 7/10/2013, Available at:
http://www.hydrocarbonprocessing.com/Article/3223989/Innovative-solutions-for-processing-shale-oils.html.
51
“How Can I Estimate Emissions from Degassing and Cleaning Operation During a Tank Turnaround? And How
Can I Estimate Emissions from Roof Landing Losses in the TANKS Program:?”, Available at:
http://www.epa.gov/ttnchie1/faq/tanksfaq.html#13 .
52

Memorandum from Dan Eden, Deputy Director, Office of Permitting, Remediation, and Registration; David C.
Schanbacher, Chief Engineer; and John Steib, Deputy Director, Office of Compliance and Enforcement, Re: Air
Emissions During Tank Floating Roof Landings, December 5, 2006, Available at:
http://www.tceq.state.tx.us/assets/public/permitting/air/memos/tank_landing_final.pdf .
53

Tesoro Savage, Application for Site Certification Agreement, Section 5.1.2.1.4, Available at:
http://www.efsec.wa.gov/Tesoro%20Savage/Application/EFSEC%202013-01%20Volume%20I/EFSEC%20201301%20-%20Compiled%20PDF%20Volume%20I.pdf .
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Over 10,000 aluminum domes have been installed on petrochemical storage tanks in the
United States. 54 The ExxonMobil Torrance Refinery: “completed the process of covering all
floating roof tanks with geodesic domes to reduce volatile organic compound (VOCs) emissions
from facility storage tanks in 2008. By installing domes on our storage tanks, we’ve reduced our
VOC emissions from these tanks by 80 percent. These domes, installed on tanks that are used to
store gasoline and other similar petroleum-derived materials, help reduce VOC emissions by
blocking much of the wind that constantly flows across the tank roofs, thus decreasing
evaporation from these tanks.” 55
A crude storage project, recently proposed at the Phillips 66 Los Angeles Carson
Refinery, required external floating roof tanks with geodesic domes to store crude oil with an
RVP of 11. 56 Carson Neg. Dec. Table 1-1. The ConocoPhillips Wilmington Refinery added a
geodesic dome to an existing oil storage tank to satisfy BACT. 57 Similarly, Chevron proposes 58
to use domes on several existing tanks to mitigate VOC emission increases at its Richmond
Refinery. 59 The U.S. Department of Justice CITGO Consent Decree required a geodesic dome on
a gasoline storage tank at the Lamont, Texas refinery. 60 Further, numerous vendors have
provided geodesic domes for refinery tanks. 61 The crudes that would be stored in the Project
tanks have vapor pressures that are comparable to gasoline (TSBC 2013, Sec. 3.2.7), justifying
the use of geodesic domes to control tank emissions.

54
M. Doxey and M. Trinidad, Aluminum Geodesic Dome Roof for Both New and Tank Retrofit Projects, Materials
Forum, v. 30, 2006, Available at: http://www.materialsaustralia.com.au/lib/pdf/
Mats.%20Forum%20page%20164_169.pdf.
55

Torrance Refinery: An Overview of our Environmental and Social Programs, 2010, Available at:
http://www.exxonmobil.com/NA-English/Files/About_Where_Ref_TorranceReport.pdf.

56

See, e.g., Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery Carson Plant – Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project, September 6,
2013, Table 1-1, Draft Negative Declaration, Available at: https://www.aqmd.gov/CEQA/documents/2013/
nonaqmd/Draft_ND_Phillips_66_Crude_Storage.pdf.
57

SCAQMD Letter to G. Rios, December 4, 2009, Available at:
http://yosemite.epa.gov/r9/air/epss.nsf/e0c49a10c792e06f8825657e007654a3/e97e6a905737c9bd882576cd0064b56
a/$FILE/ATTTOA6X.pdf/ID%20800363%20ConocoPhillips%20Wilmington%20%20EPA%20Cover%20Letter%20%20-AN%20501727%20501735%20457557.pdf.
58

City of Richmond, Chevron Refinery Modernization Project, Environmental Impact Report, Volume 1: Draft EIR,
March 2014 (Chevron DEIR), Available at: http://chevronmodernization.com/project-documents/ .
59

Chevron DEIR, Chapter 4.3.

60

CITGO Petroleum Corp. Clean Air Act Settlement, Available at: http://www2.epa.gov/enforcement/citgopetroleum-corporation-clean-air-act-settlement.
61

See, e.g., Aluminum Geodesic Dome, Available at: http://tankaluminumcover.com/Aluminum-Geodesic-Dome;
Larco Storage Tank Equipments, Available at: http://www.larco.fr/aluminum_domes.html; Vacono Dome,
Available at: http://www.easyfairs.com/uploads/tx_ef/VACONODOME_2014.pdf; United Industries Group, Inc.,
Available at: http://www.thomasnet.com/productsearch/item/
10039789-13068-1008-1008/united-industries-group-inc/geodesic-aluminum-dome-roofs/.
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3.

Tank Flashing Emissions Were Omitted

Most Bakken crudes are transported raw, without stabilization, due to the lack of
facilities in the oil fields, as discussed elsewhere in these Comments. Unstabilized or “live”
crude oils have high concentrations of volatile materials entrained in the bulk crude oil. Tank
flashing emissions occur when these crude oils, such as Bakken, are exposed to temperature
increases or pressure drops. When this occurs, some of the compounds that are liquids at the
initial pressure/temperature transform into gases and are released or “flashed” from the liquid.
These emissions are in addition to working and breathing emissions from tanks and are not
estimated by the EPA TANKS 4.0.9d model. These emissions can be calculated using standard
procedures. 62 The DEIR did not mention or calculate these emissions, nor does it include permit
conditions that would allow only stabilized crude oils to be received.
4.

Water Draw Tank Emissions Were Omitted

Crude oil typically contains small amounts of water, which is separated from the crude
oil and accumulates in the bottom of storage tanks. This accumulated water, referred to as water
draw, is typically transferred from the crude oil storage tanks into a smaller water draw surge
tank for processing prior to disposal. Over time, a thick layer of crude oil forms in the water
draw surge tank. The water draw surge tank and processing of wastewaters from it emit ROG
and TACs. The DEIR does not mention water draw, or include emissions from storing or
processing it, which would increase as the vapor pressure of the stored crude increases, i.e., as
from a switch from San Joaquin Valley to Bakken crude.
C. Rail Car Unloading Emissions Were Omitted
The Project includes a rail car unloading rack capable of unloading two parallel rows of
25 crude oil rail cars simultaneously. DEIR, p. ES-3. The DEIR does not disclose any emissions
from the unloading process, while EIRs for other similar facilities such as the proposed Phillips
66 CBR Project in Santa Maria, report unloading emissions.63
62

See, e.g., calculation methods at: Paul Peacock, Marathon, Bakken Oil Storage Tank Emission Models, March 23,
2010; TCEQ, Air Permit Reference Guide APDG 5941, Available at:
http://www.tceq.texas.gov/assets/public/permitting/air/Guidance/NewSourceReview/guidance_flashemission.pdf;
Kansas Dept. of Health & Environment, Available at:
http://www.kdheks.gov/bar/download/Calculation_Flashing_Losses_Handout.pdf; B. Gidney and S. Pena, Upstream
Oil and Gas Storage Tank Project Flash Emissions Models Evaluation, July 16, 2009, Available at:
http://www.bdlaw.com/assets/htmldocuments/TCEQ%20Final%20Report%20Oil%20Gas%20Storage%20Tank%20
Project.pdf .
63

Marine Research Specialists (MRS), Phillips 66 Company Rail Spur Extension Project Public Draft
Environmental Impact Report and Vertical Coastal Access Assessment, November 2013; p. 2-14, Available at:
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Santa+Maria+Refinery+Rail+Project/Draft+EIRPhillips+66+Rail+Spur+Extension+Project+(November+2013)/Full+EIR+-+Large+File/p66.pdf.
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At Valero, each side of the rack would have 25 unloading stations, which would “bottomunload” closed-dome tank cars using 4-inch-diameter hoses, with dry disconnect couplings that
would connect to a common header between the two sides of the rack (a check valve, connected
to the top of each tank car via 2-inch-diameter hose would open to allow ambient air to enter
during unloading and immediately close when unloading is finished). DEIR, p. 3-2.
A check valve would be installed onto each vent valve on the top of each tank car. The
vent valve on the top of each tank car would be opened and the accompanying check valve
would only allow fresh air into each tank car, and would prevent release of hydrocarbon fugitive
emissions to the atmosphere. At each end car and on approximately every 8 tank cars in the
25 tank car string, a hose would be connected from the tank car’s vent connection to a separate
“equalization header.” The equalization header would ensure the vapor spaces above the stored
liquid crude in the tank cars is equalized between the tank cars. Individual drain hoses would be
manually connected to the bottom of each tank car by on-site workers. The contents of each tank
car would be drained by gravity into a collection pipe (collection header) and then pumped
directly into storage tanks. DEIR, p. 3-21.
A typical rail car unloading system is described differently in the Santa Maria Rail DEIR.
Santa Maria DEIR, p. 2-14. In that DEIR, the rail car unloading system consists of an adapter
unit that connects the rail car to couplings, hoses, valves and piping that connect to a positive
displacement pump. Air and crude oil vapors are commonly mixed in with crude oil, from
loading and evaporation during transit. These vapors can present an explosion risk for
downstream equipment and are typically removed with air eliminators. As the vapors contain
high concentrations of ROG and TACs, they are typically routed to carbon columns or an
incinerator to control the emissions.
The Valero CBR Project DEIR does not mention these vapors, an air eliminator, or
indicate how they will be controlled. The Valero CBR Project DEIR only notes that “the
BAAQMD will consider locomotive emissions and tank car unloading emissions as may be
caused by the Project.” DEIR, p. 3-2. This is not adequate. If unloading emissions will occur,
at an air eliminator or other release point, the DEIR should be modified to describe them and to
quantify them. If they are not present, the DEIR should explain how the explosion hazard
typically associated with unloading cargos such as Bakken crude will be addressed as it is not
clear that the air equalization system would eliminate this hazard.
D. Sump Emissions Were Omitted
The unloading facility includes a liquid spill containment sump with the capacity to
contain the contents of at least one tank car. DEIR, p. ES-2. Crude oil that spills into this sump
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would release vapors including ROG and TAC emissions. The DEIR did not include these
emissions.
E. Rail Car Fugitive Emissions Were Omitted
ROG and TACs will be emitted from rail cars from their point of origin through
unloading as rail cars are not vapor tight. The DEIR did not include these emissions.
The crude oil would be shipped in tank cars, such that the volume of loaded crude oil
shipped is less than the capacity of the rail car to accommodate expansion during shipping. This
volume reduction creates free space at the top of the tank car, which provides space for entrained
gases to be released from the crude oil 64 and emitted to the atmosphere during transit and idling
in rail yards. 65
As rail cars are not vapor tight, these vapors in the head space above the oil are emitted to
the atmosphere during rail transport and at the unloading terminal. Further, most Bakken crudes
are shipped live as discussed earlier. These crudes will flash in the tank cars when exposed to
temperature increases or pressure drops, causing valves to open, emitting ROG and TACs.
These losses are consistent with the well-known “crude shrinkage” issue associated with
crude by rail. The crude delivered is significantly less than the crude loaded. The reported range
in crude shrinkage is 0.5% to 3% of the loaded crude. 66 Some of this shrinkage is likely due to
emissions from the rail car during transit. The emissions of ROG and TACs from rail cars has
been confirmed by field measurements. 67 The DEIR did not include these ROG and TAC
emissions in its emission calculations or the health risk assessment.
Tank cars have domes to allow space for the product to expand as temperatures rise.
Each dome has a manhole through which the tank car can be loaded, unloaded, inspected,
cleaned, and repaired. Dome covers may be hinged and bolted on or screwed on. Most domes
64
Anthony Andrews, Congressional Research Service, Crude Oil Properties Relevant to Rail Transport Safety: In
Brief, February 18, 2014, pp. 8-9.
65

A DOT 111 (or comparable) tank car generally has a capacity of 34,500 gallons or 263,000 lbs. gross weight on
rail. Under some conditions, the maximum gross weight can be increased to 286,000 lbs. At an API gravity of 50o,
a tank car can hold its maximum volume of 31,800 gallons and not exceed the 286,000 lb gross weight on rail limit.
As the API gravity drops, the amount of oil that can be carried must also drop. Thus, a tank car of Bakken crude, at
its highest density of 39.7o API, can only hold 30,488 gallons, a volume reduction of about 1,300 gallons. Further,
as crude oil density (and thus API gravity) is temperature dependent, volume will increase as temperature increases.
Thus, the shipper may have to reduce the shipped volume even further. This volume reduction creates a space above
the crude oil where vapors accumulate.
66

Alan Mazaud, Exergy Resources, Pennsylvania Rail Freight Seminar, May 23, 2013, p. 17. Available at:
http://www.parailseminar.com/site/Portals/3/docs/Alan%20Mazaud%20Presentation%20-%20AM.pptx
67

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=35uC1gLctnw.
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have vents and safety valves to let out vapors. 68 Thus, they are sources of ROG emissions that
were omitted from the emission calculations. Further, when dome covers are left open, any
residual vapors escape to atmosphere. Residual material clings to the bottom and sides of empty
rail cars and emits ROG and TAC while the rail cars idle at the site, waiting for the entire unit
train to be unloaded. Open covers are common in railyards as they are opened for inspections
and repairs. The ROG and TAC emissions from these sources were omitted from the DEIR’s
emission inventory.
Further, each tank car has a bottom outlet which is used for loading and unloading that
includes pumps, manifolds, and valves, all of which leak ROG and TACs. Finally, liquid leaks
occur when unloading arms are disconnected, even for the so-called no leak arms proposed for
the Project. These disconnect leaks evaporate, contributing to ROG and TAC emissions.
An estimate of these emissions can be based conservatively on the lower end of the range
of crude shrinkage (0.5%) discussed above and the maximum freight weight per car of 106 tons
from the TRN Spec Sheet-1. DEIR, Appx. E.6 (6/11/14 Memo to Morgan from Velzy, pdf
1208). Assuming 50 cars/train and two unit trains per day, a total of 53 ton/day69 of ROG can be
emitted as the trains traverse the 1500 miles between the shipping point and the Valero rail
terminal. Of these 1500 miles, 263 miles are within California. 70 DEIR, Appx. E.5 (Air Quality
& GHG Supplement, pdf 1198). Thus, 9.3 ton/day of ROG (18,600 lb/day) can be emitted
within California from rail car leakage. 71 Of the 263 miles within California, 68 miles are within
the boundary of the BAAQMD. Ibid. Thus, 2.4 ton/day (4,800 lb/day) of ROG emissions can be
emitted within the BAAQMD. 72 These daily emissions greatly exceed the BAAQMD daily
CEQA significance threshold for ROG of 54 lb/day, requiring mitigation.
Additional ROG would be emitted at the Valero railyard, while railcars wait for the entire
train to be unloaded, and from the emptied railcars, enroute to the cleaning facility, from residual
product that clings to the bottom and sides of the railcars.
These ROG emissions contain the same chemicals found in the crude oil, including
benzene, toluene, xylene, hexane, and ethylbenzene. As discussed below, some crudes can
contain up to 7% benzene by weight. See Table 3 below. Thus, greater than 1,301 lb/day of
benzene could be emitted in California and greater than 336 lb/day of benzene within the
68

Chapter 11. Tank Car Operations, Available at:
http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/policy/army/fm/10-67-1/CHAP11.HTML.
69

ROG emissions from train transit = (106 ton/car)(50 car/train)(2 train/day)(0.005) = 53 ton/day.

70

Distance within California = (136+390)/2 = 263 mi.

71

ROG emitted within California = (318 ton/day)(263/1500) = 9.3 ton/day.

72

ROG emitted within BAAQMD = (318 ton/day)(68/1500) = 2.4 ton/day.
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BAAQMD from rail car leakage. This rail car leakage is much greater than the amount of
benzene (and other TACs) included in the HRA. For example, the HRA included only 0.06
lb/day of benzene 73 from fugitive components (DEIR, Appx. E.4, pdf 1160) or a tiny fraction of
the 336 lb/day of benzene that could be emitted within the BAAQMD from the rail cars
themselves.
These are huge emissions, greatly exceeding the ROG (and HRA) CEQA significance
thresholds of the BAAQMD and other air district along the rail route. See DEIR, Tables 4.1-5
and 4.1-6. The City must require mitigation for these ROG and TAC emissions.
III.

THE DEIR FAILS TO DISCLOSE AND UNDERESTIMATES TAC
EMISSIONS USED IN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT

Health Risk Assessments (HRAs) typically contain tables that summarize the amount of
each TAC and the corresponding cancer, chronic, and acute health risk due to each. The
supporting TAC emission calculations are presented in an appendix. The modelling files are
separately attached. The HRA in this DEIR does not include most of this information.
(Modelling files are available on a CD, which must be requested.) The supporting emission
calculations are incomplete and scattered throughout many appendices with no road map
explaining how it all fits together, with many analyses superseded.
There is no evident basis for concluding the Project would not result in a significant
health impacts as the results are simply stated without the supporting emission calculations,
leaving the reader the chore of digging through thousands of pages of appendices to make
guesses at the TAC emissions included in the HRA analysis.
My analysis of this material indicates that the HRA only included diesel particulate
matter and PM2.5 emissions from locomotives and TAC emissions from fugitive sources, a
comparatively minor source of TAC emissions. The TAC emissions from all other sources
(storage tanks, idling rail cars) discussed in Comment II were excluded. The TAC emissions
from fugitive sources were underestimated, as explained below.
The unloaded crude oil will be transported from the unloading rack to existing crude
supply piping in a 4,000–foot-long pipeline. DEIR, p. 1-2. The connecting system includes
3 pumps, 521 valves, 940 flanges, 295 connectors, and 6 pressure relief valves (plus a 15%
contingency for valves, flanges and connectors). DEIR, Appx. E.4-1 (11/13 Application,
pdf 1179). Crude oil vapors will be emitted from all of these components. The DEIR estimated
TAC emissions from these components by first estimating ROG emissions using CARB

73

Benzene in fugitive emissions from Ex. E.4, Table 3-5: (2.57E-3 lb/hr)(24 hr/day)/(2000 lb/ton) = 3.1E-5 ton/day.
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emissions factors. The ROG emissions were then multiplied by the weight percent of each TAC
in the crude.
The TAC emissions from fugitive components were estimated using the “default
speciation profile” for crude oil from the EPA program, TANKS4.09. 74 DEIR, Appx. E.4-1
(11/13 Application, pdf 1179, footnote). A “speciation profile” for a petroleum product
identifies each chemical in the liquid and its concentration, reported as volume or weight percent.
The default speciation profile used in the DEIR is not representative of the crude oil(s) that could
be imported at the rail terminal and is entirely hypothetical. DEIR, Table 3-1. The conclusion
that the hypothetical speciation profile is appropriate to evaluate Project health impacts is
unsupported.
My review of the HRA speciation profile indicates that it is not based on the maximum
amount of each TAC found in the crude oils that could be stored in the tanks. Material Safety
Data Sheets (MSDSs) submitted in other applications to import cost-advantaged North American
crudes 75 indicate that much higher concentrations of TACs could be present in the crude oils
unloaded at the Valero Rail Terminal.
The upper bound values from these MSDSs are summarized in Table 3 and compared
with the speciation profile used in the DEIR. This table shows that the HRA significantly
underestimated all of the organic TACs included in the HRA. Similar information for diesel
particulate matter, the only other TAC included in the HRA, is not available in the documents I
reviewed.

74

Crude oil component speciation data was obtained by using the TANKS409d model available at
http://www.epa.gov/ttnchie1/software/tanks/ using the database interface to export the speciation profile for the
TANKS default crude oil, viz., "Data --> Speciation Profiles --> Export" menu selection and choosing crude oil.
This spreadsheet confirms that the default benzene level for crude oils is 0.6 wt.%.
75

Tesoro Application to SCAQMD for Tank 80079 Throughput Increase, October 3, 2013, PRN 556835 (10/3/13
Application), MSDS for Light Sweet Crude, pdf 12; Tesoro Savage, Application for Site Certification Agreement,
vol. 2, Appendix G: Material Safety Data Sheets, August 29, 2013, Available at:
http://www.efsec.wa.gov/Tesoro%20Savage/Application/EFSEC%202013-01%20Volume%20II%20%20Appendices/EFSEC%202013-01%20Compiled%20Volume%20II.pdf.
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Table 3: Comparison of DEIR Draft EIR, Appx. E.4, Table 3-5, HRA Speciation Profile for Fugitive
Emissions with Maxima Reported in MSDS(s) 76
HRA Speciation
Profile 77

Weight Percent
Maxima
MSDS

Benzene

0.6

7

Factor
Difference
11.7

Ethyl Benzene

0.4

7

17.5

Hexane

0.4

11

27.5

Toluene

1

7

7.0

Xylenes

1.4

7

5.0

TAC

Table 3 shows that the risk assessment underestimated the amount of benzene, ethyl
benzene, hexane, toluene and xylenes in emissions by factors of 5 (xylenes) to 28 (hexane).
Actual TAC emissions, after adjusting for the speciation profile, would be much higher as the
DEIR excluded most of the sources of ROG emissions that would contribute TACs. The
increase in benzene alone is large enough to increase the cancer risk at the maximum exposed
individual worker (MEIW) over the BAAQMD Regulation 2-5 significance threshold of 1 in
one million. DEIR, Appx. E.4-1 (11/13 Application, pdf 1189).
The DEIR argues that the benzene content of two Canadian crudes are on average lower
than the benzene content of Alaska North Slope crude (0.33%), the design crude for the refinery.
DEIR, Appx. K, p. K-17. However, the benzene content of other crudes listed in DEIR Table
3-1 are on average much higher than ANS. Light crudes, like Bakken, have been reported to
contain benzene concentrations of up to 7 weight %, or twenty-one times more than the design
ANS crude.
In sum, the DEIR fails to properly analyze the health impacts of importing, storing, and
refining the crude oil that the CBR Project will likely bring to Valero.

76

Tesoro Savage, Application for Site Certification Agreement, vol. 2, Appendix G: Material Safety Data Sheets for
Enbridge Bakken (n-hexane = 11%); sour heavy crude oil (benzene = 7%; toluene = 7%; ethylbenzene = 7%; xylene
= 7%); sweet heavy crude oil (toluene = 7%); light sweet crude oil (benzene = 7%; toluene = 7%; ethylbenzene =
7%; xylene = 7%), August 29, 2013, Available at:
http://www.efsec.wa.gov/Tesoro%20Savage/Application/EFSEC%202013-01%20Volume%20II%20%20Appendices/EFSEC%202013-01%20Compiled%20Volume%20II.pdf. See also 3/7/13 Revised Application,
pdf 96-115.
77

DEIR, Appx. E.4, Table 3-5, pdf 1160.
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I.

INTRODUCTION

The Phillips 66 Santa Maria Refinery (SMR), located in San Louis Obispo
County, is proposing to modify an existing rail spur to accommodate train delivery of
crude oil, to replace local supplies. The proposed tracks and unloading facilities would
be designed to accommodate unit trains of up to 80 tank cars and associated locomotives
and other supporting cars as well as periodic manifest trains of fewer cars not dedicated
to SMR oil. (Project). I was asked by the Sierra Club to review the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR)1 on this Project and prepare comments on the adequacy of the
project description and the hazards and hazardous materials section.
My evaluation, presented below, indicates the DEIR's Project description is
incomplete. First, it fails to disclose the baseline crude slate composition, which
determines the CEQA baseline emissions from crude import through refining. Second, it
fails to disclose the link between the Rail Spur Project and two other directly related
projects: (1) the Propane Recovery Project at Phillips 66's Rodeo facility,2 which is
linked by pipeline to the Rodeo Refinery, and (2) the Throughput Increase Project at the
Santa Maria Refinery3. The impacts of these directly related projects should be evaluated
as a single project. Together, they result in many significant impacts that were not
disclosed in the Rail Spur Project DEIR.
The DEIR fails to evaluate the impacts resulting from a significant switch in
crude slate, the raison d'etre for the Project. The entire Project, including crude slate
change, would result in significant unmitigated air quality, global warming, worker and
public health, odor, risk of upset, public safety, visual, noise, and other impacts, either
not disclosed or not mitigated in the DEIR. Finally, the DEIR fails to evaluate reasonable
alternatives to the Project and to impose all feasible mitigation.
My resume is included in Attachment 1 to these comments. I have over 40 years
of experience in the field of environmental engineering, including air emissions and air
pollution control; greenhouse gas emission inventory and control; air quality
management; water quality and water supply investigations; hazardous waste
investigations; hazard investigations; risk of upset modeling; environmental permitting;
nuisance investigations (odor, noise); environmental impact reports, including
CEQA/NEPA documentation; risk assessments; and litigation support.
I have M.S. and Ph.D. degrees in environmental engineering from the University
of California at Berkeley with minors in Hydrology and Mathematics. I am a licensed
1

Marine Research Specialists (MRS), Phillips 66 Company Rail Spur Extension Project Public Draft
Environmental Impact Report and Vertical Coastal Access Assessment, November 2013.

2

Contra Costa County Department of Conservation and Development, Phillips 66 Propane Recovery
Project, Final Environmental Impact Report, November 2013 (FEIR).
3

Marine Research Specialists, Phillips 66 Santa Maria Refinery Throughput Increase Project, Final
Environmental Impact Report, October 2012 (SMF FEIR), Available at:
http://slocleanair.org/phillips66feir.

1
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professional engineer (chemical, environmental) in five states, including California; a
Board Certified Environmental Engineer, certified in Air Pollution Control by the
American Academy of Environmental Engineers; and a Qualified Environmental
Professional, certified by the Institute of Professional Environmental Practice.
I have prepared comments, responses to comments and sections of EIRs for both
proponents and opponents of projects on air quality, water supply, water quality,
hazardous waste, public health, risk assessment, worker health and safety, odor, risk of
upset, noise, land use and other areas for well over 100 CEQA documents. This work
includes Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs), Negative Declarations (NDs), and
Mitigated Negative Declarations (MNDs) for all California refineries as well as various
other permitting actions for tar sands and light shale crude refinery upgrades in Indiana,
Louisiana, Michigan, Ohio, South Dakota, Utah, and Texas and liquefied natural gas
(LNG) facilities in Texas, Louisiana, and New York. I was a consultant to a former
owner of the subject Refinery on CEQA and other environmental issues for over a decade
and am thus very familiar with both the Rodeo Refinery and the Santa Maria Refinery
and their joint operations.
My work has been cited in two published CEQA opinions: (1) Berkeley Keep Jets
Over the Bay Committee, City of San Leandro, and City of Alameda et al. v. Board of
Port Commissioners (August 30, 2001) 111 Cal.Rptr.2d 598 and Communities for a
Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management Dist. (2010) 48 Cal.4th 310.
II.

THE PROJECT IS PIECEMEALED

The DEIR only evaluated a portion of the Project. The Project as described in the
DEIR is narrowly defined as a modification to an existing rail spur extension to allow
crude to be delivered to the Santa Maria Refinery by train for processing. DEIR, p. 2-1.
However, as explained below, the Rail Spur Project is actually only one of the
components of a much larger project consisting of at least three parts: (1) Throughput
Increase Project; (2) Rail Spur Project; and (3) Propane Recovery Project at Rodeo.
The Santa Maria Refinery currently receives all crude oil by pipeline from various
mostly local sources, including the Outer Continental Shelf (60-85%), Price
Canyon/Santa Maria Valley/San Joaquin Valley (5-20%), San Ardo (5-10%), and Canada
(2-7%). DEIR, p. 2-27. Most all of these sources, particularly the major ones -- offshore
platforms and local oil fields -- are in decline. DEIR, p. ES-18 (“However, if and when
local crude oil production (the major source of oil for the SMR) declines, the Rail Spur
Project...would allow the SMR to maintain operating up to its permitted throughput
levels.”), p. 2-30 ("In addition, production from offshore Santa Barbara County [the
major source of SMR's crude] has been in decline for a number of years... This declining
production... generates the need for the Rail Spur Project.”), p. 6-3 (“California
production of crude oil per year has been in decline since 1986...The decline has average
about 1.7% per year since 1995. More recently, the decline has averaged over 3%
annually since the year 2000... Delivery of other North American crudes to California
could help to offset the need for foreign imports as local production declines.”) Thus, the
2

B11-28

Comment Letter B11

Throughput Project likely could not be implemented but for the Rail Spur Project, which
allows crudes to be imported to replace declining local sources.
A. Link With Crude Throughput Increase Project
Thus, Phillips 66 is arguing on the one hand that the Rail Spur Project is required
to replace dwindling local crude supplies while on the other it has proposed to increase its
throughput capacity, without disclosing the source of the new crude. Clearly, Phillips 66
anticipated the need to increase its crude supply, given the diminishing local supplies,
when it was planning the Crude Throughput Increase Project in 2008,4 at a time it faced
dwindling local crude supplies at high costs. Thus, the need to import more costeffective crudes from distant sources, accessible only by rail, must have been on the table
at the time the Throughput Increase Project was developed.
The decline in local crude supplies is not news and has long been known.5 In fact,
given the admitted declining local sources of crude, it is not believable that the SMR
could increase its throughput by 10%, when a 3% annual decline in its major source of oil
is projected, without changing its source of crude. This is prima facie evidence that the
Throughput Increase Project and the Rail Spur project are related and were likely planned
together. Thus, one of the key purposes of the Rail Spur Project is to build the
infrastructure to allow crude oil to be imported from distant sources to replace declining
local crude oil sources and facilitate a 10% increase in crude throughput, separately
permitted.
The average baseline crude throughput for Santa Maria (2010-2012) is
38,029 barrels per day (BPD). DEIR Table 2.7. The Throughput Increase Project
increased the permit level from 44,500 BPD (Throughput FEIR, p. ES-4) by 10% to a
maximum of 48,950 BPD or by 4,450 BPD. Throughput FEIR, p. 1-1. Thus, the SMR
was operating at 6,471 BPD below the CEQA baseline for the Rail Spur Project and
10,921 BPD below the projected future daily maximum throughput. It is unlikely that the
permitted crude throughput of 48,950 BPD (DEIR, p. 2-28) could be supplied locally,
given the decline in locally available crudes.
Thus, the Rail Spur Project is required to achieve the increase in throughput. The
Rail Spur Project essentially opens up new markets for the Santa Maria Refinery,
allowing it to replace declining local sources, supply the 10% permitted throughput
increase, and compete with any increase in locally produced crudes. This ties the Rail
Spur Project directly to the Throughput Increase Project. Thus, these two projects are
different sides of the same coin and should have been evaluated as a single project.
The Rail Spur Project will allow an increase in crude processing of up to
10,921 BPD. The DEIR did not, but must, analyze all of the impacts of this increase in
4

The DEIR was issued August 2011, Available at: http://www.slocleanair.org/COP3.php.

5

California Energy Commission, Transportation Energy Forecasts and Analyses for the 2009 Integrated
Energy Policy Report, May 2010.

3
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crude throughput processing capacity, including the increase in emission of processing an
additional 10,921 BPD of crude and the increase in emissions of a change in the crude
slate itself. The DEIR analyzes none of the impacts associated with a 10,921 BPD
increase in crude throughput or the change in crude slate.
B. Link With Propane Recovery Project at Rodeo
Both of these Santa Maria projects are directly related to a third project at Phillips
66's San Francisco Refinery, located in Rodeo in the San Francisco Bay Area. The
Rodeo Refinery and the Santa Maria Refinery are connected by a 200-mile pipeline, used
to transport semirefined products from Santa Maria to Rodeo for finishing into market
products. DEIR, p. 2-3. These two locations, although more than 200 miles apart, are
considered one location.6 The Phillips 66 website similarly describes these facilities thus:
“The San Francisco Refinery is comprised of two facilities linked by a 200-mile pipeline.
The Santa Maria facility is located in Arroyo Grande, Calif., while the Rodeo facility is in
the San Francisco Bay Area.”7
The two facilities operate in unison, the Santa Maria Refinery supplying
feedstocks, naphtha and gas oil, to Rodeo via pipeline to be upgraded into finished
petroleum products, such as gasoline and jet fuel. DEIR, p. 2-3. Thus, these two
refineries are inextricably linked. Changes in operations at one of them manifest as
changes in the other. A change in crude slate at Santa Maria, for example, will manifest
as changes in emissions from refining the resulting semi-refined products at Rodeo.
The Rodeo Refinery is proposing to recover an additional 4,200 barrels per day
(BPD) of propane and 3,800 BPD of butane from the refinery fuel gas (RFG)
(collectively known as “liquefied petroleum gas” or LPG) to export for sale (Project).8
My review of the FEIR for that project indicates that the Rodeo Refinery as operated in
the baseline would be unable to recover this amount of LPG without increases in the
amount of propane- and butane-containing feed to the affected units. Fox Report9,
Comment II.
The partially refined products from the increase in crude throughput at Santa
Maria will be sent to the Rodeo Refinery for further processing. As explained below,
these partially refined products include significant amounts of propane and butane that
will be recovered at Rodeo under the Propane Recovery Project to meet its design LPG
recovery goal. Thus, cumulative impacts of these three projects -- crude throughput
6

BAAQMD, Review of Current Air Monitoring Capabilities near Refineries in the San Francisco Bay
Area, July 3, 2013; p. 1-5, Available at:
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Technical%20Services/DRI_Final_Report_061113.ashx.
7

http://www.phillips66.com/EN/about/our-businesses/refining-marketing/refining/Pages/index.aspx.

8

Contra Costa County Department of Conservation and Development, Phillips 66 Propane Recovery
Project, Final Environmental Impact Report, November 2013 (FEIR).
9

See Fox Rodeo Report, Comment II.

4
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increase + rail spur to supply the increased crude + project to recover propane/butane
from the increased throughput -- should have been evaluated as a single project.
The link between the Santa Maria Refinery semi-refined products (gas oil,
naptha) and the Rodeo Propane Recovery Project is clearly shown in the Rodeo Refinery
block flow diagrams from the Rodeo Propane Recovery DEIR. The block flow diagram
for the existing Rodeo Refinery (Rodeo DEIR Figure 3-4) shows “SMGO” entering the
Refinery at the U-240 Prefractionator unit (Prefrac unit). See Rodeo DEIR, p. 3-12
(“Heavy gas oil (HGO) streams from Unit 200 and HGO purchased from outside of the
Refinery are fractionated in the Unit 240 prefractionator.”) SMGO is Santa Maria Gas
Oil. This Rodeo DEIR figure is reproduced here as Figure 1 for ease of reference. The
U-240 Prefrac unit at Rodeo separates Santa Maria gas oil and other gas oils into lighter
hydrocarbon fractions that are currently blended into the Rodeo Refinery Fuel Gas,
shown in Rodeo DEIR Figure 3-5 (see lower left hand corner, blue arrow labeled U240/244/248 S-RFG being routed to U-240 Fuel Gas Treating), but which will be further
processed into propane and butane in new units added to the Rodeo Refinery as part of
the Propane Recovery Project.
Figure 1
Overall Existing Rodeo Refinery
Block Flow Diagram

5
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Under the Propane Recovery Project at Rodeo, the output from the Prefrac unit is
sent to the proposed “RFG Propane Recovery Unit” instead of the Refinery Fuel Gas
system. This unit is the heart of the Propane Recovery Project. Rodeo DEIR, Table 3-2.
Propane and butane are recovered in this unit. This new propane/butane extraction unit is
shown in Propane Recovery Project DEIR in Figure 3-6, which is reproduced here as
Figure 2 for ease of reference.
Figure 2
Proposed Rodeo Refinery
Fuel Gas System Block Flow Diagram

B11-28

The RFG Propane Recovery Unit is the big yellow box in the middle of Figure 2.
Blue arrows in the lower left hand corner of Figure 2 identify the inputs to this unit,
which are various refinery streams. These streams include “U-240/244/248 S-RFG.”
This designation means that Refinery Fuel Gas (RFG) from Unit U-240 is sent to the
RFG Propane Recovery Unit. (This stream was formerly sent to the U-240 Fuel Gas
Treating Unit. Rodeo DEIR, Fig. 3-6.) As Santa Maria Gas Oil (SMGO) is one of the
inputs to Unit U-240, changes at the Santa Maria Refinery would be transmitted directly
to the Propane Recovery Project via the U-240 Prefrac Unit at Rodeo.
This establishes a direct link between the Rodeo Propane Recovery Project and
the two modifications at the Santa Maria Refinery -- the Throughput Increase Project and
the Rail Spur Project to supply the increase in crude. This is the “nexus” to the larger
project with the potential to change crude oil feedstocks.
The increase in throughput at the Santa Maria Refinery would increase the
amount of SMGO and naphtha processed at Rodeo into propane and butane. As
6
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discussed elsewhere in these comments, the new rail spur at the Santa Maria Refinery
would enable tar sands and other crudes to be imported to and processed at Santa Maria.
Tar sands crudes imported by rail are blended with a diluent that is rich in butane and
propane. Other potential imports, including Bakken crudes, also are rich in propane and
butane feedstocks required at Rodeo. Thus, both projects proposed for the Santa Maria
Refinery will have a direct impact on the amount of propane and butane available for
recovery at Rodeo, making up for the deficit in the propane and butane in Rodeo refinery
fuel gas for LPG recovery.
Thus, there is both a direct pipeline link between the two facilities, an explicit
statement that the Santa Maria Throughput Increase Project was developed to send more
semi-refined product to the Rodeo Refinery, a pipeline linking the two facilities, and a
direct process link between those products and the input to the Propane Recovery Project
disclosed on the process flow diagrams. These factors establish a nexus between the
Santa Maria Rail Spur and Throughput Increase Projects and the Propane Recovery
Project at Rodeo. Thus, these projects are integrally related and should be evaluated as a
single project under CEQA.
III.

THE PROJECT WOULD REPLACE THE EXISTING CRUDE SLATE
WITH CHEMICALLY DISTINCT CRUDES

The DEIR strongly hints that the Project would import Bakken crudes, noting the
Rail Spur Project would import crude oil “sourced from oilfields throughout North
America based on market economics and other factors. The most likely sources would be
the Bakken field in North Dakota or Canada.” DEIR, p. ES-3. Elsewhere, the DEIR
indicates: “These could include fields as far away as the Bakken field in North Dakota or
Canada.” DEIR, p. 2-21. See also: “The most likely sources of crude oil for the SMR
would be North Dakota, Canadian, and Mid Continent area.” DEIR, p. 4.12-21. This
crude is chemically distinct from the existing crude slate. Further, as discussed below,
the Rail Spur Project is also designed to import Canadian tar sands crudes. These tar
sands crudes are also chemically distinct from the baseline crude slate. These differences
in crude slate composition will result in significant impacts that were not disclosed in the
DEIR.
A. Bakken Crudes As Feedstock for the Santa Maria Refinery
The Project description suggests that Bakken crudes would be imported by rail.
While we believe this is unlikely for the reasons outlined below, the DEIR must
nevertheless, given its assertions, evaluate the impact of refining this crude, which is
chemically distinct from the current crude slate and from tar sands.
A refiner’s choice of crude oil is influenced by the specific collection of
processing units at the refinery and their design. Refinery configurations are unique and
are typically designed to process a specific crude slate. The challenge for a refinery,
then, is finding the cheapest crude that is compatible with the refinery's design.
7
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The Santa Maria Refinery is designed to refine heavy, high sulfur crudes, such as
those available locally with a general composition as summarized in Table 1, below.
DEIR, p. 2-3.
Table 1
Properties of Crude Oil Currently Refined at Santa Maria (DEIR, Table 2.6).

The Santa Maria Refinery consists of atmospheric pressure distillation, vacuum
distillation, delayed coking, and sulfur recovery, designed specifically to breakdown
these local heavy high sulfur crudes into semirefined products. The semi-refined products
-- gas oil and naphtha -- require additional refining at Rodeo to convert them into
gasoline and other finished products. DEIR, Sec. 2.0. Thus, major changes in the crude
slate at Santa Maria would necessarily result in major design changes at both the Santa
Maria and Rodeo Refineries. More naphtha, especially lighter napthas, and less gas oil
would be produced at Santa Maria, requiring accommodations in throughputs and process
design at Rodeo, e.g., contributing to propane and butane that would be recovered at
Rodeo with the Propane Recovery Project. The DEIR does not disclose any refinery
design changes at either location. Thus, the DEIR is either deficient in this regard, i.e.,
for not disclosing design changes and their impacts, or Bakken crude is not a serious
option.
All refineries have criteria for accepting crudes for processing. These were not
disclosed in the DEIR and should have been as environmental impacts cannot be fully
assessed without them. The switch from a heavy high sulfur crude (current) to very light
low sulfur crude (Bakken) would require process design changes, such as changes to the
distillation units, idling of the coker and sulfur recovery units, and new tankage. The
DEIR does not disclose any refinery design changes.
Bakken crude10 is a “light” (i.e., very volatile) crude with a high API gravity
(>40o) and very low sulfur content (<0.2%)11 that is not similar to the current crude
10

Cenovus, Bakken Light Crude Oil, Available at:
http://www.cenovus.com/contractor/docs/CenovusMSDS_BakkenOil.pdf. See also crude composition data
at: Enbridge Pipelines Inc. 2013 Crude Characteristics No. 44, Available at:
http://www.enbridge.com/DeliveringEnergy/Shippers/~/media/www/Site%20Documents/Delivering%20En
ergy/2013%20Mainline%20Crude%20Characteristics.pdf.

8
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feedstock shown in Table 1. When refined, it yields very little residuum (coker feed) and
large amounts of gasoline. Figure 3 The current slate, which is similar to the Kern
County crude shown in Figure 3, consists of heavy (API 19o) (i.e., not volatile), sour
(4.6% sulfur) crude. When refined, it yields large amounts of residuum, which must be
processed in the cokers to extract lighter products amenable to pipelines transport and
further processing at Rodeo.
Figure 3
Composition of Bakken Compared to
Typical Heavy Crude (Kern)
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The Rail Spur Project is being designed to import essentially 100% of the
Refinery’s permitted daily throughput crude capacity by rail12 and 73% of its annual

11

Bakken has recently soured and sulfur content of 0.17-2.0 ppm are now reported. Prices fell with the
souring. See https://www.onepetro.org/conference-paper/SPE-141434-MS;
http://www.reuters.com/article/2013/05/29/column-kemp-bakken-pipelines-idUSL5N0EA3SU20130529.
12

In the Rail Spur baseline, assumed to be 2010 to 2012, the Refinery processed an average of 38,029
BPD. DEIR, Table 2.7. The permitted maximum daily throughput in the baseline is 44,500 BPD. DEIR,
Table 3.1. The Rail Spur Project is designed to import one unit train per day, carrying up to 2,190,000
gallons or up to 51,143 BPD of crude oil. DEIR, pp. ES-5, 1-4. An FEIR has been issued for a throughput
increase project which would increase the daily permit level by 10% to a maximum of 48,950 BPD (DEIR,
p. 2-28 and Table 3.2) and the annual throughput from 16,242,500 BPY to 17,866,750 BPY. Throughput
FEIR, p. 2-26.

9
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average throughput.13 While small amounts of Bakken could be blended with locally
sourced or heavy high sulfur crudes or imported tar sand crudes without significant
refinery design changes, it is unlikely that Bakken would ever comprise a large fraction
of the Santa Maria crude slate without major capital projects not disclosed in the DEIR.
The Santa Maria Refinery is not designed to process light sweet crude. Further, as
discussed elsewhere in these comments, light sweet crudes such as Bakken generally
command a premium in the market. Thus, it is unlikely that Bakken crudes would
comprise a significant fraction of the Santa Maria slate as long as cheaper Canadian tar
sands crudes are available.
A switch to Bakken would require significant modifications at both the Santa
Maria and Rodeo Refineries that are not disclosed in the DEIR. The cokers and sulfur
recovery unit, for example, would likely be idled or modified to reduce their processing
rates if large amounts of Bakken were refined as Bakken contains very little residuum,
i.e., the coker feed, and very little sulfur. New storage tanks would be required, or an
increase in permitted throughputs of existing storage tanks and changes in the design of
tank vapor control systems to handle higher vapor pressure materials would be required.
The capital investment in most of the existing refining equipment would be lost along
with the income from selling sulfur and coke. An entirely different refinery would be
required to capture maximum value from Bakken crude. No such changes are disclosed
in the DEIR.
Further, emissions from the Refinery and pump stations along the pipeline
connecting Santa Maria and Rodeo would be significantly different from those in the
baseline. If the crude slate were switched to Bakken, combustion emissions at the Santa
Maria Refinery would decrease, offsetting some of the increases in locomotive emissions.
However, volatile organic compound (VOC) and hazardous air pollutant (e.g., benzene)
emissions from tanks and fugitive components, including pump stations along the
pipeline (Santa Margarita, Shandon, Cuesta), would significantly increase, likely enough
to trigger PSD review for the rail spur as a major modification. These increases would
also result in significant worker and public health impacts.
Changes in the type and amount of semi-refined products sent to Rodeo would
also change, resulting in changes in emissions at Rodeo. The DEIR does not disclose any
changes in emissions at the Santa Maria or Rodeo Refineries from processing the railimported crude. This omission either eliminates Bakken as the major crude import,
pointing to a heavy, higher sulfur crude, such as tar sands, or renders the DEIR deficient
for failing to analyze the impacts of the crude switch.

13

The 2012 throughput was 13,274,829 bbl/year, 3-year average throughput was 13,858,563 bbl/year. The
project maximum delivery assuming 250 trains/year @ 73 rail cars/train and 30,000 bbl/car =13,035,714
bbl/year or 73% of the permitted throughput of 17,866,750 bbl/year. DEIR, p. 2-26.

10
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B. Tar Sands Crudes as Feedstock for the Santa Maria Refinery
Canadian tar sands crudes are a “North American sourced crude” that could be
imported by the Rail Spur Project. These crudes are also chemically distinct from the
current crude slate. The DEIR does not mention Canadian tar sands crudes, which we
believe are the most likely crude source. They are likely not mentioned as tar sands
crudes have numerous well documented environmental problems14 and would not be
welcome in California due to their well known adverse impacts. However, the Project
design and various other information in the DEIR indicate the Project is being designed
to import both tar sands crudes and Bakken crudes. Thus, the DEIR must be revised to
evaluate the impacts of importing up to 100% of both crudes, which have different
impacts. The evidence indicating the Project is designed to import tar sands crudes is
summarized in this comment.
The Project description indicates the Rail Spur Project would import crude oil
“sourced from oilfields throughout North America based on market economics and other
factors...” DEIR, p. ES-3. Tar sands crudes are North American sourced crudes.
Further, as defined by the International Energy Agency, and acknowledged in the Land
Use Permit Application, the term “crude oil” comprises crude oil, natural gas liquids,
refinery feedstocks, and additives as well as other hydrocarbons (including emulsified
oils, synthetic crude oil, mineral oils extracted from bituminous minerals such as oil
shale, bituminous sand, etc., and oils from coal liquefaction). Crude oil is a mineral oil
consisting of a mixture of hydrocarbons of natural origin and associated impurities, such
as sulphur.15 The DEIR does not propose any condition excluding tar sands crudes.
Thus, tar sands crudes cannot be ruled out. In fact, the Project is being designed to
import tar sands crude. The evidence supporting this is outlined below.
1.

Tank Car Capacity

The Project is designed to use two different sized rail cars in the unit trains:
(1) 80 rail cars carrying 23,500 gallons each and (2) 73 railcars carrying 30,000 gallons
each. DEIR ES-5. The capacity of a rail car is determined by the weight of the loaded
car and the maximum allowed weight on the rail line, which is ultimately determined by
the density of the material contained in the car. The maximum allowable weight on most
freight rail lines coming out of Canada is 286,000 lbs, including the weight of the car.16
For light crudes, such as Bakken, the ideal rail tank car has a capacity of 30,000 to
32,000 gallons, given the 286,000 lb rail line weight restriction. For heavier crudes, such

14

EIP, Tar Sands: Feeding U.S. Refinery Expansions with Dirty Fuel, June 2008, Available at:
http://environmentalintegrity.org/pdf/publications/Tar_Sand_Report.pdf.
15

http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PL/Santa+Maria+Refinery+Rail+Project/phillipslanduse.pdf.

16

Allowable Gross Weight Map, Available at:
http://www.uprr.com/aboutup/maps/attachments/allow_gross_full.pdf. See also 49 CFR 179.13, Tank Car
Capacity and Gross Weight Limitation.
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as tar sands, the ideal tank car has a capacity of about 25,000 gallons, given this limit.17
Thus, the Project described in the DEIR contemplates both Bakken and tar sands, as it
describes the Project as using tank cars carrying either 23,500 gallons (a classic tar sands
railcar) or 30,000 gallons (a classic light crude railcar) of crude oil. The Bakken train
configuration option would allow the import of more crude than the permitted maximum
daily crude throughput (51,143 BPD vs 48,950 BPD).
2.

Hydrogen Sulfide Levels

The DEIR includes an odor impact analysis that assumes “the expected H2S
content of the crude oil vapor could be about one percent” based on the Applicant's
expected H2S content of crude oil vapor. DEIR, p. 4.3-51. This is much higher than H2S
levels in Bakken crude vapors. Bakken crude oil contains less than 0.2% H2S and the
headspace vapors would be significantly lower. Thus, the Applicant is expecting to
import high H2S crudes. Tar sands crudes contains high H2S concentrations.18
3.

Vapor Pressure Limits

Phillips 66 asserted in its responses to comments on the Draft EIR for the Propane
Recovery Project at Rodeo that: “Prior to shipment of the intermediates produced at
Santa Maria, the semi-refined material is stored in tankage. The tankage has vapor
pressure limits imposed by the County Air District which acts as a constraint regarding
how much butane/propane can be included in the intermediates. Accordingly... no new
propane/butane can be added to the intermediates sent from Santa Maria to Rodeo
regardless of the types of crude that may be processed at Santa Maria.”19 If true, this
eliminates Bakken as a crude that would imported by the rail spur, as it contains high
concentrations of volatile components that would significantly increase vapor pressure of
material stored in tanks. This points to the import of tar sand crudes, which are similar to
the heavy crudes currently refined at Santa Maria.
4.

Cost-Advantaged Crudes

The DEIR indicates one of the purposes of the Project is to obtain “competitively
priced crude oil.” DEIR, p. 2-30. Tar sands and Bakken are both “competitively priced”,
cost-advantaged crudes because they are stranded, with no pipeline access and thus must
be delivered by rail.20 As refineries are not equipped to take delivery of large amounts of
17

Association of American Railroads, Moving Crude Petroleum by Rail, May 2013, p. 10.

18

http://www.crudemonitor.ca/home.php.

19

Letter from Mark E. Evans, Phillips 66 San Francisco Refinery Manager, to Chair Karen Mitchoff and
Members of the Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors, Re: Phillips 66 Propane Recovery Project, p. 6,
January 6, 2014, Available at: http://64.166.146.155/docs/2014/BOS/20140121_330/16707_Exhibit7P66Response.pdf.
20

Small amounts of Canadian tar sands crudes are currently arriving on the west coast by ship. However,
the pipeline capacity to transport the tar sands crude to the west coast and the rail capacity to transport it to
the west coast for subsequent water delivery is currently very limited. However, projects are underway to
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crude by rail, which requires large unit trains, significant infrastructure improvements,
such as the Santa Maria Rail Spur Project, are required to import them to the west coast.
The most cost advantaged of those available is tar sands crudes, which are both closer to
Santa Maria and have less value in the refining market due to their composition, which is
similar to the heavy sour crudes now processed at Santa Maria.
Cost-advantaged crude sells at a discount relative to crude oils tied to the global
benchmark, North Sea Brent crude. A recent presentation by a Phillips 66 competitor
identified tar sands crudes as the most competitively priced crudes to import into the
California market by rail.21 The cost-advantaged crude oils identified by Valero are
shown in Figure 4.

B11-28

alleviate these bottlenecks, including a Phillips 66 project at its Ferndale facility in Washington. The
Ferndale project would allow direct import of tar sands crude at the Rodeo Marine Terminal.
21

Valero, UBS Global Oil and Gas Conference, May 21-22, 2013, p. 10, Available at:
http://www.valero.com/InvestorRelations/Pages/EventsPresentations.aspx. provided as Appendix D to
TGG Comments.
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Figure 4
Cost-Advantaged Crudes
That Could Be Imported By Rail22
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Brent is light sweet crude oil sourced from the North Sea, priced at export point there. It has an API
gravity of 37.9o and 0.45% sulfur. LLS is light Louisiana sweet, priced at St. James, LA. It has an API
gravity of 37.0o and 0.38% sulfur. MARS is a medium sour blended crude marketed into the Gulf coast
and mid-continent regions, priced at Clovelly LA. It has an API gravity of 28.7o and 1.8% sulfur. Maya is
a heavy sour crude oil from Mexico, priced at export point there. It has an API gravity of 22o and 3.3%
sulfur. WTI Cush. is West Texas Intermediate crude priced at Cushing, OK, a major trading hub for crude
oil. It is a light crude oil with an API gravity of 39.0o and 0.4% sulfur (see also
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/West_Texas_Intermediate). WTI Mid. is West Texas Intermediate (API
gravity of 39.0o and 0.4% sulfur) priced at Midland TX (proximate to Permian Basin production). WTS is
west Texas Sour priced at Midland, TX and an API gravity of 33.5o and 1.9% sulfur. Syncrude is a light
sweet synthetic Canadian tar sands crude consisting of a bottomless blend of hydrotreated naphtha,
distillate, and gas oil fractions produced from a coker and hydrocracker based upgrader facility in Canada;
priced at Edmonton Alberta. It typically has an API gravity of 31.0o to 33.0o and 0.1% to 0.2% sulfur (see
also http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=SYN). WCS is Western Canadian Select, priced at
Hardesty, Alberta. This is a tar sands DilBit crude with API gravity of 20.0o to 21.0o and 3.4% to 3.7%
sulfur (see also http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=WCS).
Sources: Valero crude price data (in Figure 2) are sourced to Argus, so crude specifications in this footnote
are based on Argus Methodology and Specifications: Americas Crude (Last Updated: May 2013)
http://media.argusmedia.com/~/media/Files/PDFs/Meth/argus_americas_crude.pdf and (for Brent) Argus
Crude (Updated: June 2013) http://media.argusmedia.com/~/media/Files/PDFs/Meth/argus_crude.pdf,
The pricing locations specified are those shown in Valero, UBS Global Oil and Gas Conference, May 2122, 2013, p. 8, Available at: http://www.valero.com/InvestorRelations/Pages/EventsPresentations.aspx,
provided as Appendix D to TGG Comments.
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The largest growth in cost-advantaged crudes is coming from U.S. shale crudes
and heavy Canadian tar sands crudes, both of which are “North American-sourced crude
oils.” Valero's list of cost-advantaged crudes in Figure 4 indicates that the most costadvantaged crude is Western Canadian Select (WCS).23 A recent Phillips 66
presentation, Figure 5, indicates it is clearly considering Canadian tar sands crude
options.24
Figure 5
Phillips 66 Cost Advantaged Crude Activities

B11-28

Western Canadian Select is a “DilBit”, which is Canadian tar sands bitumen
diluted to pipeline specifications with 25% to 30% diluent. The diluent is typically
natural gas condensate, pentanes, or naphtha.25 Most of the tar sands crudes are too
heavy to flow in a pipeline or to be transported in the type of railcars proposed for the
Project (i.e., no steam coils or steaming facilities at Santa Maria). Thus, they must be

23

Cenovus Energy, Western Canadian Select (WCS) Fact Sheet, Available at:
http://www.cenovus.com/operations/doing-business-with-us/marketing/western-canadian-select-factsheet.html. See also CrudeMonitor.ca - Canadian Crude Quality Monitoring, Available at:
http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=WCS.
24

Phillips 66, Crude by Rail & Intermodal Supply Chain, Optimization and Opportunities, Refiner-Led
Summit 2013, Opening Keynote Panel, August 21, 2013.
25

Gary R. Brierley, Visnja A. Gembicki, and Tim M. Cowan, Changing Refinery Configurations for
Heavy and Synthetic Crude Processing, Available at:
https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/EFiling/edockets/searchDocuments.do?method=showPoup&documentId
=%7BA07DE342-E9B1-402A-83F7-36B18DC3DD05%7D&documentTitle=5639138.
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diluted or thinned with a lighter hydrocarbon stream to reduce viscosity and density to
meet pipeline specifications.
The potential rail import of DilBits cannot be eliminated and is the most likely rail
import due to economic considerations. The failure to disclose the potential import of tar
sands crudes, which are chemically distinct from the current crude slate, is a significant
omission as the emissions from handling this material are different from the baseline
crude slate. The emissions of some pollutants, VOCs and HAPs, for example, are large
and will result in significant air quality, odor, and worker and public health impacts.
Western Canadian Select sells for a discount of nearly $40/bbl compared to ICE
Brent.26 Assuming Valero's reported light crude rail delivery cost of about $13/bbl to
$15/bbl,27 WCE would arrive at Santa Maria at a discount of about $23/bbl to $25/bbl
relative to ICE Brent. Rail delivery costs for heavy crude would be somewhat higher,
and heavy, sour crudes are less valuable than Brent (the global benchmark for light, sweet
crudes). Still, the price of WCS delivered to Santa Maria is likely lower (and very likely
competitive), compared with all the other cost-advantaged crudes (Fig. 4). Thus, the
most likely crude to be imported by rail is one of the tar sands crudes, which are
compatible with the design of the Santa Maria Refinery.
The cost advantage of delivering North American-sourced light sweet crudes
(e.g., Bakken) by rail is less than for tar sands crudes. The North American light crudes
are discounted less relative to conventional light sweet crudes (ICE Brent) as North
American light crudes have more desirable qualities and are further away from Santa
Maria than Canadian tar sands. The cost advantage of these crudes, e.g., Bakken, may be
small (or completely disappear) after adding the cost of transport by rail to Santa Maria.
However, the competitive position of Bakken (and other crudes) will depend in part on
the pricing dynamics in the crude markets,28 and also how specific refineries are
configured.29 Thus, Bakken cannot be eliminated and must be analyzed in the DEIR.

26

Brent crude is a major trading classification of sweet light crude oil sourced from the North Sea. Brent is
the leading global price benchmark for Atlantic basin crude oils and is used to price two thirds of the
world's internationally traded crude oil supplies. It contains about 0.37% sulfur and has an API gravity of
38.06o. It is traded on the electronic IntercontinentalExchange, know as ICE. See:
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Brent_Crude.
27

Valero, May 21-22, 2013, p. 11. This is consistent with recently reported rail delivery rates to Los
Angeles of $9.50 - $10.50/bbl (Tesoro, Deutsche Bank Energy Conference, January 9, 2014, pdf 14).
28

Crude pricing is highly dynamic and varies in part based on crude flows. To the extent that California
(and other North American coastal markets) are importing Brent and other waterborne crudes, delivered
costs typically include a small premium to cover the cost of importing the crudes by tanker. In Valero’s
analysis in Figure 4, Brent-priced crude is assumed to be imported into East Coast US (PA/NJ), with the
delivered price there at a $2 premium over Brent. Market analysis typically assumes that overseas tanker
delivery (e.g., from Brent to East or Gulf Coast) costs about $2/barrel.
29

Bakken and other light, sweet shale crudes are especially attractive for less complex refineries that are
configured for light, sweet crudes, as opposed to more complex refineries that can process heavier, sour
feedstocks.
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IV.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FROM CRUDE SLATE CHANGES NOT
EVALUATED

The Project would replace up to 100% of the current crude slate with crudes
imported from other unidentified and chemically distinct sources, e.g., Bakken light
sweet crudes or Canadian tar sands crudes. The environmental impacts of refining
depend upon the composition of the crude slate, as discussed elsewhere in these
comments. The specific chemicals emitted during refining depend upon the chemicals in
the starting crude. Thus, the composition of the baseline crude slate is essential to
determine environmental impacts.
A. Why Crude Slate Composition Matters
The Project proposes to dramatically change 100% of the crude slate, from heavy
high sulfur locally sourced crudes to light low sulfur crude or heavy high sulfur tar sands
crudes. However, the DEIR is silent on the composition of these new crude(s) that would
be imported by rail and the resulting impacts relative to the baseline crude slate. The
composition of the crude slate determines air quality, worker and public heath, risk of
upset, and other impacts of the Project and must be disclosed. The specific chemicals
emitted during refining depend upon the chemicals in the starting crude. Thus, the
composition of the baseline crude slate is essential to determine environmental impacts.
Volatile chemicals in the crude, such as benzene, hydrogen sulfide, and
mercaptans, for example, are emitted from tanks, pumps, connectors, and valves that
transport, store and process the crude. Total crude sulfur content as reported in the DEIR
cannot be used to evaluate odor and health impacts from transport, storing, and
processing this crude as the impacts depend upon the concentration of specific sulfur
compounds in rail-imports versus the current slate, e.g., the amount of hydrogen sulfide
and mercaptans, which most commonly cause odor problems at refineries. The DEIR
does not relate even the single crude analysis to any of its impact analyses. In fact, the
DEIR did not analyze any of the impacts of a crude switch.
Hazardous air pollutants or HAPs (e.g., benzene) and other Toxic Air
Contaminants (TACs (e.g., H2S) are present in the crude slate and its semi-refined
byproducts. These are emitted from thousands of fittings, valves, pumps, compressors,
vents, and tanks at the Refinery and along the pipeline connecting Santa Maria and
Rodeo. These emissions were not evaluated in the DEIR.
Refining rearranges the composition of the crude to make marketable products.
This requires the input of electricity, heat, and steam. These are generated by burning
fuel, which releases large amounts of greenhouse gases, nitrogen oxides (NOx), sulfur
oxides (SOx), and other chemicals of concern. The amount of electricity, heat and steam
depend upon the chemicals in the crude. Some of the potential "North American sourced
17
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crudes" may require much more electricity, heat, and steam to refine than the current
slate, increasing emissions and other impacts relative to the baseline crude slate.
B. Crude Slate Baseline Is Not Identified
As this Project involves replacing up to 100% of the current crude slate with
dramatically different crudes, baseline crude composition must be reported and impacts
must be estimated for the crude switch, relative to baseline crudes. The DEIR does not
include baseline crude composition nor does it evaluate any environmental impacts
resulting from importing a new crude slate.
The DEIR only includes one analysis of a current crude, a sample collected in
March 2008, which is not even in the baseline years and is incomplete. See Table 1. It is
unknown where the sample was collected, how it was analyzed, and how it relates to the
long-term average slate in the baseline years 2010 - 2012. The Santa Maria Refinery
processes crudes from many local and offshore sources that change over time. Is the
sample in Table 1 of just one of these crudes, or is it the typical blend that is refined in
the baseline? Regardless, one snapshot sample is not sufficient to establish the 2010 2012 baseline crude composition.
Further, the reported crude sample data is just for gross lumped parameters such
as API gravity and total sulfur content. These lumped parameters are not useful for
evaluating environmental impacts. The specific chemicals in the crude and their
concentrations are required to evaluate impacts. A good crude assay is essential for
comprehensive crude oil evaluation.30 The type of data required to evaluate emissions
would require, at a minimum, the following information for both the current slate and the
unidentified “North American-sourced crudes”:

30



Trace elements (As, B, Cd, Cl, Co, Cr, Cu, Hg, Mn, Mo, Ni, Pb, Sb, Se, U, V, Zn)



Nitrogen (total & basic)



Sulfur (total, mercaptans, H2S)



Residue properties (saturates, aromatics, resins)



Acidity



Aromatics content



Asphaltenes (pentane, hexane and heptane insolubles)



Hydrogen content



Carbon residue (Ramsbottom, Conradson)



Distillation yields



Properties by cut

CCQTA February 7, 2012, p. 10.
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Hydrocarbon analysis by gas chromatography



Flammability

This type of information is reported in a crude assay or “fingerprint” of the oil,
which are likely available to Phillips 66 but were excluded from the DEIR, foreclosing
any meaningful public review of environmental impacts. The DEIR does not identify any
specific “North American-sourced crudes” that would be imported, contains only a
single, limited crude assay for the current refinery slate which is inadequate to assess the
baseline (a 2 year period, not a snapshot sample), or the crude(s) that would be imported
by rail. The DEIR also does not contain an analysis of the impact of changes in crude
quality on air emissions, odor impact, worker and public health impact, risk of upset, and
other impact areas. Thus, the public is left to guess what the impacts might be.
The DEIR should have evaluated the impacts of refining the alternate crude slates
the Project is being designed for, as reflected in the unit train specifications. These
include both light sweet Bakken and heavy sour tar sands crudes. Alternatively, the
DEIR should evaluate these impacts and include mitigation conditions prohibiting their
import as publicly available information indicates that Phillips 66 is considering both as
they would likely arrive at the Refinery with pricing that is competitive relative to other
crudes.
The specific chemicals in the crude, for example, determine which ones will be
volatile and lost through equipment leaks and outgassed from tanks, which ones will be
difficult to remove at Santa Marian and Rodeo (thus determining how much hydrogen
and energy must be expended to remove them), which ones will cause malodors, and
which ones might aggravate corrosion, leading to accidental releases from pipelines and
other refinery equipment.
V.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS OF CRUDE SLATE CHANGES NOT
DISCLOSED

The Project would change up to 100% of the baseline crude slate from locally
sourced heavy high sulfur crudes to a light low sulfur crude or heavy high sulfur tar sands
crudes. None of the impacts of the crude switch were disclosed in the DEIR nor any of
the information required to assess these impacts.
A. Impacts From Unique Suite Of Sulfur Compounds Not Evaluated
The DEIR reports the amount of total sulfur in a single sample of a currently
refined crude. The DEIR also analyzes the odor impacts of unloading an unidentified
crude, assuming a crude vapor concentration of 1% H2S (9600 ppm). DEIR, p. 4.3-51
and Appx. B, p. B-10. The basis for this assumption, e.g., the type of crude and the
identification and concentration of all sulfur compounds in its vapors were not disclosed.
Odor impacts were just evaluated for unloading, but nowhere else, e.g., crude tanks at the
Refinery, processing units within the Refinery. Worker and public health impacts from
19
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emissions of sulfur species were not identified nor were risk of accidents from sulfurinduced corrosion.
The DEIR's assumption that 100% of the sulfur is H2S is wrong. Sulfur in the
potential import crudes comprises a complex collection of individual chemical
compounds including hydrogen sulfide, mercaptans, thiophene, benzothiophene, methyl
sulfonic acid, dimethyl sulfone, thiacyclohexane, etc. Each crude has a different suite of
individual sulfur chemicals. The environmental impacts of “sulfur”, including odor,
health impacts and risk of upset, depend upon the specific sulfur chemicals and their
relative concentrations, not on the “gross” amount of total sulfur expressed as weight
percent sulfur in the crude oil, or only as H2S in unidentified crude vapors.
The role of specific sulfur compounds was clearly and tragically demonstrated in
the recent (August 2012) catastrophic accident at the Chevron Richmond Refinery. This
accident was caused by the erroneous assumption that sulfur is sulfur, which led to
significant corrosion. See next comment. Similarly, while the lighter sulfur compounds
such as mercaptans and disulfides found in light sweet crudes may not significantly
increase the overall weight percent sulfur in the crude slate, they do lead to impacts, such
as aggressive sulfidation corrosion, which can lead to accidental releases. These
compounds concentrate in the lower boiling naphtha fractions produced at Santa Maria
and would contribute to aggressive sulfidation corrosion in the convection section of
naphtha hydrotreating furnaces at Rodeo.31
The specific sulfur compounds in a crude also will determine which compounds
will be emitted from storage tanks and fugitive component, some of which could result in
significant odor impacts, e.g., mercaptans, and health impacts. The DEIR is silent on
sulfur speciation, lumping all sulfur into only H2S. DEIR, pp. 4.3-51, B-5.
Regardless of what crude might be brought in by rail, there are potentially
significant environmental impacts that will result due to the unique sulfur speciation
profile of each crude that have not been disclosed in the DEIR. The DEIR lumps all
sulfur compounds together.
B. Accidental Releases From The Refinery May Increase
The Santa Maria Refinery was built in 1955 before current American Petroleum
Institute (API) standards were developed to control corrosion and before piping
manufacturers began producing carbon steel in compliance with current metallurgical
codes. Thus, the metallurgy used throughout much of the Refinery is likely not adequate
to handle the unique chemical composition of tar sands crudes without significant
upgrades. There is no assurance that required metallurgical upgrades would occur if tar
sands crudes dominate the crude slate, as they are very expensive and are not required by
any regulatory framework. Experience with changes in crude slate at the Chevron
31

See, for example, Jim McLaughlin, Changing Your Crude Slate, Becht New, May 24, 2013, Available at:
http://becht.com/news/becht-news/.
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Refinery in Richmond suggest required metallurgical upgrades are ignored, leading to
catastrophic accidents.32 The DEIR is silent on corrosion issues and metallurgical
conditions of the Refinery.
Both DilBit and SynBit crudes, which are cost-advantaged North American
crudes that could be imported by rail, have high Total Acid Numbers (TAN), which
indicates high organic acid content, typically naphthenic acids. These acids are known to
cause corrosion at high temperatures, such as occur in many refining units, e.g., in the
feed to cokers. As a rule-of-thumb, crude oils with a TAN number greater than 0.5
mgKOH/g33 are considered to be potentially corrosive and indicates a level of concern.
A TAN number greater than 1.0 mgKOH/g is considered to be very high. Canadian tar
sands crudes are high TAN crudes. The DilBits, for example, range from 0.98 to 2.42
mgKOH/g.34
Sulfidation corrosion from elevated concentrations of sulfur compounds in some
of the heavier distillation cuts is also a major concern, especially in the vacuum
distillation column, coker, and hydrotreater units. The specific suite of sulfur compounds
may lead to increased corrosion. The IS/MND did not disclose either the specific suite of
sulfur compounds or the TAN for the proposed crude imports.
A crude slate change could result in corrosion from, for example, the particular
suite of sulfur compounds or naphthenic acid content, that leads to significant accidental
releases, even if the crude slate is within the current design slate basis, due to
compositional differences.
This recently occurred at the Chevron Richmond Refinery in the San Francisco
Bay. This refinery gradually changed crude slates, while staying within its established
crude unit design basis for total weight percent sulfur of the blended feed to the crude
unit. The sulfur composition at Chevron Richmond significantly changed over time.35
This change increased corrosion rates in the 4-sidecut line, which led to a catastrophic
pipe failure in the #4 Crude Unit on August 6, 2012. This release sent 15,000 people
from the surrounding area for medical treatment due to the release and created huge black
clouds of pollution billowing across the San Francisco Bay.

32

U.S. Chemical Safety and Hazard Investigation Board, Interim Investigation Report, Chevron Richmond
Refinery Fire, Chevron Richmond Refinery, Richmond, California, August 6, 2012, Draft for Public
Release, April 15, 2013, Available at: http://www.csb.gov/chevron-refinery-fire/.
33

The Total Acid Number measures the composition of acids in a crude. The TAN value is measured as the
number of milligrams (mg) of potassium hydroxide (KOH) needed to neutralize the acids in one gram of
oil.
34

www.crudemonitor.ca.

35

US Chemical Safety and Hazard Investigation Board, 2013, p.34 (“While Chevron stayed under its
established crude unit design basis for total wt. % sulfur of the blended feed to the crude unit, the sulfur
composition significantly increased over time. This increase in sulfur composition likely increased
corrosion rates in the 4-sidecut line.”).
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These types of accidents can be reasonably expected to result from incorporating
tar sands crudes into crude oils processed at the SMR. Even if the range of sulfur and
gravity of the crudes remains the same, unless significant upgrades in metallurgy occur,
as these crudes have a significant concentration of sulfur in the heavy components of the
crude coupled with high TAN and high solids, which aggravate corrosion. The gas oil
and vacuum residue piping, for example, may not be able to withstand naphthenic acid or
sulfidation corrosion from tar sands crudes, leading to catastrophic releases.36
Catastrophic releases of air pollution from these types of accidents were not considered in
the IS/MND.
Refinery emissions released in upsets and malfunctions can, in some cases, be
greater than total operational emissions recorded in formal inventories. For example, a
recent investigation of 18 Texas oil refineries between 2003 and 2008 found that “upset
events” were frequent, with some single upset events producing more toxic air pollution
than what was reported to the federal Toxics Release Inventory database for the entire
year.37
C. Emissions From Diluent Were Not Evaluated
The majority of the crudes that will be imported by rail will likely be a blend of
bitumen and diluent due to their discounted price compared to conventional light sweet
crudes such as Bakken. Pure undiluted tar sands bitumen is unlikely as the Project
description does not disclose any equipment that would be necessary to handle pure
bitumen, e.g., rail cars with steam soils, steaming facilities. Undiluted bitumen would
eliminate the diluent impacts discussed in this section, but would significantly increase
the impacts from refining the heavy ends from increased use of utilities that increase
combustion emissions. Setting aside undiluted bitumen, this leaves the question of the
amount of diluent that would be mixed with the crude, which ultimately determines
impacts.
When heavy crude is shipped by pipeline, it needs to be diluted so that it will flow
in the pipe. Bitumen blended to pipeline specifications can be loaded on and off
conventional rail tank cars like other light crudes. However, bitumen can also be
transported by rail as “RailBit”, using 15% to 20% diluent. The amount of diluent
depends on the type of rail tank car and design details of the offloading facilities, which
are not disclosed in the DEIR, which suggests conventional rail cars designed for DilBits
and a conventional unloading terminal. Thus, I assume that one of the materials that will
be transported by rail is conventional pipeline-quality DilBits with 20% to 30% diluent.
The mixture of diluent and bitumen does not behave the same as a conventional
heavy crude, such as present in the current crude slate, because the distribution of
hydrocarbons is very different. The blended lighter diluent generally evaporates readily
36

See, for example, Turini and others, 2011.

37

J. Ozymy and M.L. Jarrell, Upset over Air Pollution: Analyzing Upset Event Emissions at Petroleum
Refineries, Review of Policy Research, v. 28, no. 4, 2011.
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when exposed to ambient conditions, leaving behind the heavy ends, the vacuum gas oil
(VGO) and residuum.38 Thus, when a DilBit is released accidentally, it will generally
create a difficult to cleanup spill as the heavier bitumen will be left behind.39 Further, in
a storage tank, the diluent also can be rapidly evaporated and emitted through tank
openings, emitting high amounts of VOCs and HAPs.
These conventional DilBits, which are the most likely “North American-sourced
crudes” to be imported by rail over the long term, given the current economic outlook,
are sometimes referred to as “dumbbell” or “barbell” crudes as the majority of the diluent
is C5 to C12 and the majority of the bitumen is C30+ boiling range material, with very little
in between.40 This means these crudes have a lot of material boiling at each end of the
boiling point curve, but little in the middle. Thus, they yield very little middle distillate
fuels, such as diesel, heating oil, kerosene, and jet fuel and more coke, than other heavy
crudes. A typical DilBit, for example, will have 15% to 20% by weight light material,
basically the added diluent, 10% to 15% middle distillate, and the balance, >75% is
heavy residual material (vacuum gas oil and residue) exiting the distillation column.
These characteristics distinguish DilBits from crudes currently refined at Santa Maria.41
Thus, they could generate more coke than the current crude slate, which was not
disclosed in the DEIR.
The large amount of light material that distills below 149 C is very volatile and
can be emitted to the atmosphere from storage tanks and equipment leaks of fugitive
components (pumps, compressors, valves, fittings) in much larger amounts than other
heavy crudes that it would replace. The DEIR does not indicate whether other heavy
crudes processed at the Refinery currently arrive with diluent. Thus, the use of diluent to
transport tar sands crudes is likely an important difference between the current heavy
crude slates processed at the Refinery and the tar sands crudes that could replace them.
This diluent will have impacts during railcar unloading as well as within the Refinery.
The diluent is a low molecular weight organic material with a high vapor
pressure that contains high levels of VOCs, sulfur compounds, and HAPs. These would
be emitted during unloading and present in emissions from the crude tank(s) and fugitive
components from its entry into the Refinery with the crude until it is recovered and
marketed at Rodeo. The presence of diluent would increase the vapor pressure of the
38

The residuum is the residue obtained from the oil after nondestructive distillation has removed all of the
volatile materials. Residua are black, viscous materials. They may be liquid at room temperature (from the
atmospheric distillation tower) or almost solid (generally vacuum residua), depending upon the nature of
the crude oil.
39

A Dilbit Primer: How It's Different from Conventional Oil, Inside Climate News. Available at:
http://insideclimatenews.org/news/20120626/dilbit-primer-diluted-bitumen-conventional-oil-tar-sandsAlberta-Kalamazoo-Keystone-XL-Enbridge?page=show.
40

Gary R. Brierley and others, Changing Refinery Configuration for Heavy and Synthetic Crude
Processing, 2006, Available at:
https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/EFiling/edockets/searchDocuments.do?method=showPoup&documentId
=%7BA07DE342-E9B1-402A-83F7-36B18DC3DD05%7D&documentTitle=5639138.
41

Stratiev and others, 2010, Table 1, compared to DilBit crude data on www.crudemonitor.ca.
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crude, substantially increasing VOC and HAP emissions from tanks and fugitive
component leaks compared to those from displaced heavy crudes not blended with
diluent and does not address diluent-derived emissions.
The composition of some typical diluents/condensates is reported on the website,
www.crudemonitor.ca.42 The specific diluents that would be present in imported crudes
is unknown. The CrudeMonitor information indicates that diluents contain very high
concentrations (based on 5-year averages, v/v basis) of the hazardous air pollutants
(HAPs) benzene (7,200 ppm to 9,800 ppm); toluene (10,300 ppm to 25,300 ppm); ethyl
benzene (900 ppm to 2,900 ppm); and xylenes (4,600 ppm to 23,900 ppm).
The sum of these four compounds is known as “BTEX” or benzene-tolueneethylbenzene-xylene. The BTEX in diluent ranges from 27,000 ppm to 60,900 ppm. The
BTEX in DilBits, blended from these materials, ranges from 8,000 ppm to 12,300 ppm.43
Similarly, the BTEX in synthetic crude oils (SCOs) ranges from 6,100 ppm to 14,100
ppm.44 These are very high concentrations that were not considered in the emission
calculations in the DEIR or the health risk assessment. These high levels could result in
significant worker and public health impacts.
The DEIR does not disclose the BTEX concentrations in the baseline crude slate
nor the BTEX concentrations in the range of crudes that could be imported. Rather, it
contains only a single mass fraction crude vapor speciation profile that is used only to
estimate canister ROG emissions from unloading of trains. However, BTEX from the
crude would be emitted from nearly every tank and fugitive component in the Refinery.
The DEIR did not evaluate the worker or public health impacts from these emissions
anywhere at the facility. Benzene is a carcinogen, the principal one that would be

42

Condensate Blend (CRW) - http://www.crudemonitor.ca/condensate.php?acr=CRW; Fort Saskatchewan
Condensate (CFT) - http://www.crudemonitor.ca/condensate.php?acr=CFT; Peace Condensate (CPR) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/condensate.php?acr=CPR; Pembina Condensate (CPM) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/condensate.php?acr=CPM; Rangeland Condensate (CRL) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/condensate.php?acr=CRL; Southern Lights Diluent (SLD) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/condensate.php?acr=SLD.
43
DilBits: Access Western Blend (AWB) - http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=AWB; Borealis
Heavy Blend (BHB) - http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=BHB; Christina Dilbit Blend (CDB) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=CDB; Cold Lake (CL) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=CL; Peace River Heavy (PH) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=PH; Seal Heavy (SH) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=SH; Statoil Cheecham Blend (SCB) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=SCB; Wabasca Heavy (WH) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=WH; Western Canadian Select (WCS) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=WCS; Albian Heavy Synthetic (AHS) (DilSynBit) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=AHS.
44
SCOs: CNRL Light Sweet Synthetic (CNS) - http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=CNS; Husky
Synthetic Blend (HSB) - http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=HSB; Long Lake Light Synthetic
(PSC) - http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=PSC; Premium Albian Synthetic (PAS) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=PAS; Shell Synthetic Light (SSX) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=SSX; Suncor Synthetic A (OSA) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=OSA; Syncrude Synthetic (SYN) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=SYN.

24

B11-28

Comment Letter B11

emitted by the Project.45 These emissions would results in significant worker and public
health impacts.
Table 2
Comparison of BTEX Levels
in Potential Crude Imports
Diluents
Christina
Current
Western Bakken50
(5-yr Avg)47 DilBit48
Canadian
Crude
Crude
(5-yr Avg) Select49
Slate
(5-yr Avg)
(in crude
vapors)
(wt.%)
(wt.%)
(wt.%)
(wt.%)
DEIR, p. B-5
(wt.%)46
Benzene
?
0.83-1.27
0.27
0.15
0.1-1.0
Ethylbenzene
?
0.11-0.33
0.06
0.06
0.33
Toluene
?
1.32-2.89
0.44
0.27
0.92
Xylenes
?
0.59-2.71
0.34
0.27
1.4
The CrudeMonitor information also indicates that these diluents contain elevated
concentrations of volatile mercaptans (9.9 to 103.5 ppm), which are highly odiferous and
toxic compounds that will create odor and nuisance problems at the Refinery in the
vicinity of the unloading area, crude storage tanks and supporting fugitive components.
Mercaptans can be detected at concentrations substantially lower than will be present in
emissions from the crude tanks and fugitive emissions from the unloading rack and

45

Ethylbenzene was classified by OEHHA as a weak carcinogen in 2007.
See: http://oehha.ca.gov/tcdb/index.asp.
46

DEIR did not report BTEX composition of the crudes.

47

The reported range includes the following diluents: Condensate Blend, Saskatchewan Condensate, Peace
Condensate, Pembina Condensate, Rangeland Condensate, and Southern Lights Diluent. The composition
data for all of these diluents is found at http://www.crudemonitor.ca. Concentrations reported in volume %
(v/v) in this source were converted to weight % by dividing by the ratio of compound density in kg/m3 at
25 C (benzene =876.5 kg/m3, toluene = 0.866.9 kg/m3, ethylbenzene 866.5 kg/m3, and the xylenes 863
kg/m3) to crude oil density in kg/m3, as reported at www.crudemonitor.ca, 5-year average. See also
Cenovus Energy Inc. Material Safety Data Sheet, Condensate (Sour) and Condensate (Sweet), Available at:
http://www.cenovus.com/contractor/msds.html.
48

Christina DilBit Blend (CDB) -.http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=CDB. Concentrations
reported in volume % (v/v) converted to weight % as explained in footnote 47.
49

Western Canadian Select (WCS) - http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=WCS. Concentrations
reported in volume % (v/v) converted to weight % as explained in footnote 47.
50

Cenovus Energy, Material Safety Data Sheet for Light Crude Oil, Bakken (benzene), Available at:
http://www.cenovus.com/contractor/docs/CenovusMSDS_BakkenOil.pdf. Other components of BTEX
from Keystone DEIS, Tables 3.13-1 (density) and 3.13-2 (BTEX). Concentrations reported in volume %
(v/v) converted to weight % as explained in footnote 47.
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related components, including pumps, valves, flanges, and connectors.51 In fact,
mercaptans are added to natural gas in very tiny amounts so that the gas can be smelled to
facilitate detecting leaks.
Thus, unloading, storing, handling and refining bitumens mixed with diluent and
shale crudes such as Bakken would emit VOCs, HAPs, and malodorous sulfur
compounds, not found in comparable levels in the existing slate of heavy high sulfur
local crudes, depending upon the rail-imported DilBit or shale crude source. There are no
restrictions on the crudes, diluent source or their compositions nor any requirements to
monitor emissions from tanks and leaking equipment where DilBit-blended and other
light crudes would be handled.
D. Increased Combustion Emissions From Tar Sands Bitumen Not Evaluated
Tars sands are one group of crudes that could plausibly be imported by rail, as
discussed elsewhere in these comments. The composition of tar sands crudes is
chemically different from other heavy crudes currently processed at the Refinery as they
are tar sands bitumen mixed with diluent. They are unique for two major reasons:
(1) presence of large quantities of volatile diluent full of VOCs and toxic chemicals as
discussed above and (2) unique chemical composition of the bitumen, the heavy fraction.
The previous comment discussed diluent. This comment discusses the unique
composition of tar sands bitumens that require more intense processing and thus result in
higher emissions.
Tar sands bitumens are composed of higher molecular weight chemicals and are
deficient in hydrogen compared to conventional heavy crudes. This means more energy
will be required to convert them into the same slate of refined products. Thus, most fired
sources in both the Santa Maria and Rodeo Refiners —heaters, boilers, etc.—will have to
work harder to generate the same quantity and quality of refined products. This will
increase all utilities required to run the refineries - electricity, natural gas, hydrogen,
water, and steam. These increases in emissions were not disclosed in the DEIR. This
section discusses these bitumens and their impact on refining emissions.
Refining converts crude oils into transportation fuels. This is done by removing
contaminants (sulfur, nitrogen, metals) and breaking down and reassembling chemicals
present in the crude oil charge by adding hydrogen, removing carbon as coke, and
applying heat, pressure, and steam in the presence of various catalysts. More intensive
refining is required to convert tar sands crudes into useful products than other heavy
crudes. This means a greater amount of energy must be expended to yield the same
product slate. Thus, all of the combustion sources in a refinery, such as heaters and
boilers, must work harder and thus emit more pollutants, than when refining conventional
heavy and other crudes. The DEIR fails completely to analyze the impact of crude
51

American Industrial Hygiene Association, Odor Thresholds for Chemicals with Established Occupational
Health Standards, 1989; American Petroleum Institute, Manual on Disposal of Refinery Wastes, Volume
on Atmospheric Emissions, Chapter 16 - Odors, May 1976, Table 16-1.
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composition on the resulting emissions from generating increased amount of these
utilities.
Canadian tar sands bitumen is distinguished from conventional petroleum by the
small concentration of low molecular weight hydrocarbons and the abundance of high
molecular weight polymeric material.52 Crudes derived from Canadian tar sands
bitumen—DilBits, SCOs and SynBits—are heavier, i.e., have larger, more complex
molecules such as asphaltenes,53 some with molecular weights above 15,000.54 They
generally have higher amounts of coke-forming precursors; larger amounts of
contaminants (sulfur, nitrogen nickel, vanadium) that require more intense processing to
remove; and are deficient in hydrogen, compared to other heavy crudes.
Thus, to convert them into the same refined products requires more utilities -electricity, water, heat, and hydrogen. This requires that more fuel be burned in most
every fired source at a refinery and that more water be circulated in heat exchangers and
cooling towers. Further, this requires more fuel to be burned in any supporting off-site
facilities. Under CEQA, these indirect increases in emissions caused by a project must be
included in the impact analysis. These increases in fuel consumption release increased
amounts of NOx, SOx, VOCs, CO, PM10, PM2.5, and HAPs as well as greenhouse gas
emissions (GHG). Some of the principal differences are identified below, followed by a
discussion of the impacts these differences have on emissions.
1.

Higher Concentrations of Asphaltenes and Resins

The severity (e.g., temperature, amount of catalyst, hydrogen) of hydrotreating
depends on the type of compound a contaminant is bound up in. Lower molecular weight
compounds are easier to remove. The difficulty of removal increases in this order:
paraffins, naphthenes, and aromatics.55 Most of the contaminants of concern in tar sands
crudes are bound up in high molecular weight aromatic compounds such as asphaltenes
that are difficult to remove, meaning more heat, hydrogen, and catalyst are required to
convert them to lower molecular weight blend stocks. Some tar sands-derived vacuum
gas oils (VGOs), for example, contain no paraffins of any kind. All of the molecules are

52

O.P. Strausz, The Chemistry of the Alberta Oil Sand Bitumen, Available at:
http://web.anl.gov/PCS/acsfuel/preprint%20archive/Files/22_3_MONTREAL_06-77_0171.pdf.
53

Asphaltenes are nonvolatile fractions of petroleum that contain the highest proportions of heteroatoms,
i.e., sulfur, nitrogen, oxygen. The asphaltene fraction is that portion of material that is precipitated when a
large excess of a low-boiling liquid hydrocarbon such as pentane is added. They are dark brown to black
amorphous solids that do not melt prior to decomposition and are soluble in benzene and aromatic
naphthas.
54

O.P. Strausz, The Chemistry of the Alberta Oil Sand Bitumen, Available at:
http://web.anl.gov/PCS/acsfuel/preprint%20archive/Files/22_3_MONTREAL_06-77_0171.pdf.
55

Gary et al., 2007, p. 200.
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aromatics, naphthenes, or sulfur species that require large amounts of hydrogen to
hydrotreat, compared to other heavy crudes.56
Asphaltenes and resins generally occur in tar sands bitumens in much higher
amounts than in other heavy crudes. They are the nonvolatile fractions of petroleum and
contain the highest proportions of sulfur, nitrogen, and oxygen.57 They have a marked
effect on refining and result in the deposition of high amounts of coke during thermal
processing in the coker. They also form layers of coke in hydrotreating reactors, such as
those at Rodeo, requiring increased heat input, leading to localized or even general
overheating and thus even more coke deposition. This seriously affects catalyst activity
resulting in a marked decrease in the rate of desulfurization. They also require more
intense processing in the coker required to break them down into lighter products. These
factors require increases in steam and heat input, both of which generate combustion
emissions -- NOx, SOx, CO, VOCs, PM10, and PM2.5.
Further, if the crude includes a synthetic crude, SCO, for example, the material
has been previously hydrotreated. Thus, the remaining contaminants (e.g., sulfur,
nitrogen), while present in small amounts, are much more difficult to remove (due to their
chemical form, buried in complex aromatics), requiring higher temperatures, more
catalyst, and more hydrogen.58
The higher amounts of asphaltenes and resins generate more heavy feedstocks
that require more severe processing than lighter feedstocks. The coker, for example,
makes more coker distillate and gas oil, that would contribute to the propane and butane
that would be recovered at Rodeo, compared to conventional heavy crudes. Similarly,
the Crude Unit makes more atmospheric and vacuum gas oils that would be sent to
Rodeo,59 increasing emissions there, including fugitive VOC emissions from equipment
leaks and combustion emissions from burning more fuel.
2.

Hydrogen Deficiency

Tar sands crudes are hydrogen-deficient compared to heavy and conventional
crude oils and thus require substantial hydrogen addition during refining, beyond that
required to remove contaminants (sulfur, nitrogen, metals) from non-tar-sands crudes.
This again means more combustion emissions from burning more fuel. As the refining
processes that use hydrogen, e.g., hydrotreating, are all located at Rodeo, this is further
56

See, for example, the discussion of hydrotreating and hydrocracking of Athabasca tar sands cuts in
Brierley et al. 2006, pp. 11-17.
57

James G. Speight, The Desulfurization of Heavy Oils and Residua, Marcel Dekker, Inc., 1981, Tables 11, 2-2, 2-3, 2-4 and p. 13 and James G. Speight, Synthetic Fuels Handbook: Properties, Process, and
Performance, McGraw-Hill, 2008, Tables A.2, A.3, and A.4.
58

See, for example, Brierley et al. 2006, p. 8 ("The sulfur and nitrogen species left in the kerosene and
diesel cuts are the most refractory, difficult-to-treat species that could not be removed in the upgrader's
relatively high-pressure hydrotreaters."); Turini et al. 2011 p. 4.

59

See, for example, Turini et al. 2011, p. 9.
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evidence that a crude slate switch involving tar sands would necessarily be directly linked
to Rodeo.
3.

Higher Concentrations of Catalyst Contaminants

Tar sands bitumens contain about 1.5 times more sulfur, nitrogen, oxygen, nickel
and vanadium than typical heavy crudes.60 Thus, much more hydrogen per barrel of feed
and higher temperatures would be required at Rodeo to remove the larger amounts of
these poisons from semi-refined products. These impurities are removed by reacting
hydrogen with the crude fractions over a fixed catalyst bed at elevated temperature. The
oil feed is mixed with substantial quantities of hydrogen either before or after it is
preheated, generally to 500 F to 800 F. The amount of hydrogen required for a particular
application depends on the hydrogen content of the feed and products and the amount of
the contaminants to be removed. Hydrogen consumption is typically about 70 standard
cubic foot per barrel (scf/bbl) of feed per percent sulfur, about 320 scf/bbl feed per
percent nitrogen, and 180 scf/bbl per percent oxygen removed.61
Canadian tar sands crudes generally have higher nitrogen content, 3,000 to >6,000
ppm62 and specifically higher organic nitrogen content, particularly in the naphtha range,
than other heavy crudes.63 This nitrogen is mostly bound up in complex aromatic
compounds that require a lot of hydrogen to remove. This would affect emissions at
Rodeo in five ways.
First, additional hydrotreating is required to remove them, which increases
hydrogen and energy input. Second, they deactivate the cracking catalysts, which
requires more energy and hence more emissions to achieve the same end result. Third,
they increase the nitrogen content of the fuel gas fired in combustion sources, which
increases NOx emissions from all fired sources that use refinery fuel gas. Fourth, nitrogen
in tar sands crudes is present in higher molecular weight compounds than in other heavy
crudes and thus requires more hydrogen and energy to remove. Fifth, some of this
nitrogen will be converted to ammonia and other chemically bound nitrogen compounds,
such as pyridines and pyrroles. These become part of the fuel gas and could increase
NOx from fired sources. They further may be routed to the flares, where they would
increase NOx.

60

See, for example, USGS, 2007, Table 1.

61

James H. Gary, Glenn E. Handwerk, and Mark J. Kaiser, Petroleum Refining: Technology and
Economics, 5th Ed., CRC Press, 2007, p. 200 and A.M. Aitani, Processes to Enhance Refinery-Hydrogen
Production, Int. J. Hydrogen Energy, v. 21, no. 4, pp. 267-271, 1996.
62

Murray R. Gray, Tutorial on Upgrading of Oil Sands Bitumen, University of Alberta, Available at:
http://www.ualberta.ca/~gray/Links%20&%20Docs/Web%20Upgrading%20Tutorial.pdf.
63

See, for example, James G. Speight, Synthetic Fuels Handbook: Properties, Process, and Performance,
McGraw-Hill, 2008, Appendix A.
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These types of chemical differences between the current crude slate and the new
crude slate facilitated by the Rail Spur Project were not addressed at all in the DEIR.
While both the Santa Maria and Rodeo Refineries may currently be operating within their
permit limits, and may even continue to do so, the potential subject increases must be
measured and evaluated relative to the CEQA baseline.
E. Increased Metal Content Not Evaluated
The baseline slate includes very little tar sands crudes, potentially from 2% to 7%
of the crude slate. DEIR, p. 2-27. The Project could increase the import of heavy sour
tar sands crude by up to the entire permitted capacity of the Refinery. These crudes have
higher metal content than the baseline crude slate. 64 This represents a significant
increase in a type of crude that will increase emissions compared to the current Refinery
slate. The impacts from this change were not evaluated in the DEIR.
The U.S. Geological Survey (“USGS”), for example, reported that “natural
bitumen,” the source of all Canadian tar sands-derived oils, contains 102 times more
copper, 21 times more vanadium, 11 times more sulfur, six times more nitrogen, 11 times
more nickel, and 5 times more lead than conventional heavy crude oil, such as those
currently refined from local sources.65
The environmental damage caused by these metal pollutants includes
bioaccumulation of toxic chemicals up the food chain and a direct health hazard from air
emissions. These metals, for example, mostly end up in the coke. Thus, higher levels of
metals will be present in the coke. The DEIR indicates that "[m]etals that are present in
coke have been detected in grouondwater at concentrations above the California
Department of Health maximum contamination levels (MCL) in the area around the coke
pile runoff area..." DEIR, p. 4.7-39/40. Thus, a switch to tar sands crude could
contribute to this existing significant impact from the coke pile, which was not disclosed
in the DEIR.
Further, larger amounts of coke may be produced by the tar sands crudes than the
current crude slate. The metal content of fugitive dust from coke piles could increase to
dangerous levels. The California Air Resources Board, for example, has classified lead
64

Straatiev and other, 2010, Table 1; Brian Hitchon and R.H. Filby, Geochemical Studies - 1 Trace
Elements in Alberta Crude Oils, http://www.ags.gov.ab.ca/publications/OFR/PDF/OFR_1983_02.PDF;
F.S. Jacobs and R.H. Filby, Trace Element Composition of Athabasca Tar Sands and Extracted Bitumens,
Atomic and Nuclear Methods in Fossil Energy Research, 1982, pp 49-59; James G. Speight, The
Desulfurization of Heavy Oils and Residua, Marcel Dekker, Inc., 1981, Tables 1-1, 2-2, 2-3, 2-4 and p. 13
and James G. Speight, Synthetic Fuels Handbook: Properties, Process, and Performance, McGraw-Hill,
2008, Tables A.2, A.3, and A.4; Pat Swafford, Evaluating Canadian Crudes in US Gulf Coast Refineries,
Crude Oil Quality Association Meeting, February 11, 2010, Available at: http://www.coqainc.org/20100211_Swafford_Crude_Evaluations.pdf .
65

R.F. Meyer, E.D. Attanasi, and P.A. Freeman, Heavy Oil and Natural Bitumen Resources in Geological
Basins of the World, U.S. Geological Survey Open-File Report 2007-1084, 2007, p. 14, Table 1, Available
at http://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2007/1084/OF2007-1084v1.pdf.
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as a pollutant with no safe threshold level of exposure below which there are no adverse
health effects. Thus, just the increase in lead from switching up to tar sands crude is a
significant impact that was not disclosed in the DEIR. Accordingly, crude quality is
critical for a thorough evaluation of the impacts of a crude switch, such as facilitated by
rail import.
sec. 4.11 public services and utilities, does not address how a local train accident would
be handled, given existing services and utilities. It couldn’t be, which is a significant
unmitigated impact.
VI.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS IMPACTS ARE
SIGNIFICANT

Section 4.7 of the DEIR contains the “hazards and hazardous materials” impact
analyses, sometimes call the risk of upset analysis. This section evaluates two separate
impacts: (1) on-site accidents from crude oil unloading through pipeline transport to
storage tanks at the Refinery and (2) rail transport accidents. The supporting material
includes extensive discussion of the applicable regulatory framework and general
methods used to analyze these types of impacts. However, the project-specific results
and conclusions appear magically, with no support for or explanation of how the
conclusions were reached. The available information indicates that the DEIR’s analysis
is fatally flawed and the risk of upset impacts are highly significant.
A. Crude Slate Not Disclosed
As explained elsewhere in these comments, the composition of the crude slate
must be known to evaluate impacts. This is particularly critical for the analysis of
accidents as the probability, severity, and consequences of an accident depend directly
on the chemicals in the crude. They determine, for example, the flammability of the
crude and its potential to corrode tank cars, pumps, pipelines, tanks, and other
equipment hand store and transport the crude. The Federal Railroad Administration,
for example, has observed “an increasing number of incidents involving damage to
tank cars in crude oil service in the form of severe corrosion of the internal surface of
the tank, manway covers, and valves and fittings,” and suggested that this may
involve contaminated oil.5 Further, some types of crudes are more challenging to
contain and cleanup in the event of an accidental release.
As the DEIR admits: “the thermal radiation hazards from hydrocarbon pool fires
depends on a number of parameters, including the composition of the hydrocarbon
mixture...” DEIR, p. 4.7-15. The Project involves a dramatic change in crude slate
composition, especially its hydrocarbon composition. The crude slate will change from a
relatively inflammable material with high molecular weight hydrocarbons to new crudes
ranging from light, highly volatile crudes with low molecular weight hydrocarbons such
as propane and butane (Bakken) to heavy, highly corrosive tar sands crudes blended with
condensates that can cause different types of accidents. See Comments V and VI.B.
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The DEIR asserts that “[r]adiative properties of the fire were based on a detailed
analysis of typical crude oil that would be delivered by rail”. DEIR, p. 4.7-16. However,
the DEIR does not identify this crude further. Where is the detailed crude analysis that
the fire analyses was based on? What specific crude was analyzed, i.e., was it Bakken or
tar sands or something else? How representative is it of the range of crudes that would be
imported by rail? Where are the assumed properties used to assess flammability and the
resulting analysis itself? What is the basis of the burning rate of 0.228 mm/s assumed for
“light crude oil”? DEIR, p. 4.7-16.
The hazards section of the DEIR does not acknowledge that a range of crudes will
be imported by rail with widely varying properties, or indicate that crude composition
was considered in any other aspects of the various hazard analyses except fire hazard.
The DEIR, for example, notes that unloaded crude would be sent by pipeline to “be
stored in the existing refinery storage tanks. Therefore, crude oil storage would not result
in any increase in fire and explosion risk at the refinery”. DEIR, p. 4.7-57. This is wrong
because the projected change in crude slate composition will increase the probability of
accidental releases from the tank farm and their consequences, as the stored crudes will
be either more volatile, flammable, and/or corrosive. The DEIR has failed to analyze
these impacts.
B. Risk of Upset Impacts Are Significant
The DEIR evaluated several crude release accident scenarios: (1) tank farm
releases; (2) on-site crude railcar accident pool fires; (3) on-site crude railcar accident
BLEVES; (4) crude pipeline accident pool fires; (5) off-site train accidents. DEIR, Appx.
H. The DEIR suggests that none of these accident scenarios result in significant impacts.
DEIR, Sec. 4.7.4.
However, the DEIR buries the supporting analyses in dense appendices that are
not accessible to the typical DEIR reviewer. The DEIR fails to explain how to translate
the results of these analyses into impact conclusions that can be understood by nonsubject-matter experts, thus preventing meaningful public review of the impacts. The
DEIR further incorrectly summarizes the results of these analyses in the text as
insignificant, when, in fact, they are highly significant. Finally, the DEIR uses the wrong
significance thresholds, fails to evaluate the impact of crude slate changes, and fails to
evaluate impacts to on-site workers, the most at risk population.
1.

Worker Impacts Excluded

The DEIR fails to evaluate the impacts to workers, arguing that “OSHA related
worker issues are outside the scope of the EIR.” DEIR, p. 4.3-52. The DEIR specifically
excludes workers from its risk of upset significance criteria, arguing they do not apply to
occupational safety, viz., “Occupational risk, which is governed by state and federal
OSHAs is considered to be more voluntary and is generally judged according to more
lenient standards of significance than those used for involuntary exposure”. DEIR, p.
4.7-55.
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However, neither state nor federal OSHA nor other regulations cover the types of
involuntary risks imposed by unit train accidents and exploding pipelines and tanks on
workers in the vicinity of these facilities. A death is a death and it should not matter
whether it is an on-site worker, off-site worker, or other member of the public. A worker
is a member of society at large and is protected by CEQA. None of the federal and state
laws reviewed in DEIR Section 4.7.2 include any measures to protect any workers, onsite or off-site, from train, pipeline, and tank farm accidents.
Regardless, CEQA is not a gap-filling regulatory program. CEQA covers all
impacts to all media -- the public, air, water, land, biological resources -- regardless of
how they may be classified, i.e., on-site workers, off-site workers, residents, threatened
and endangered species, etc. These types of catastrophic events are entirely outside of
the jurisdiction of OSHA or any other federal or state regulatory program and must be
evaluated in the DEIR. The DEIR must be revised to address worker impacts and be
recirculated.
2.

Tank Farm Accidents Are Significant

The DEIR states that imported crude would be sent through a 3,525-foot long
pipeline to existing refinery storage tanks, concluding: “Therefore, crude oil storage
would not result in any increase in fire and explosion risk at the refinery.” DEIR, p. 4.757. The DEIR does not contain any analysis to support this assertion. See, for example,
Appendix H, which does not include a storage tank scenario, but rather only rail car and
pipeline accident scenarios.
This unsupported assertion is incorrect because it assumes no change in properties
of stored crude. The Project would change the composition of the crude slate. If highly
flammable Bakken crudes were imported, for example, the risk of fire and explosion
would significantly increase at the tank farm, impacting not only workers, but also offsite
parties. The flammability classification of Bakken is rated at Level 4, the highest
flammability classification, the same as for methane and propane gases.66 On January 2,
2014, the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) issued a
safety alert addressing the flammability characteristics of crude oil produced from the
Bakken Shale formation.67 Alternatively, if tar sands crudes were imported, corrosion
issues could arise at the existing tanks, leading to accidental releases. Neither of these
risk scenarios was identified or evaluated in the DEIR.
Rather, the DEIR only contains a description of the existing tank farm. DEIR,
Sec. 4.7.1.5, stating: “Thermal radiation impacts from crude oil tank fires could cause
injury 220 feet away.” DEIR, p. 4.7-37. The DEIR goes on to explain that the closest
receptor is further away. Thus, the DEIR asserts: “Given the properties of crude oil, the

66
67

Cenovus MSDS sheet for Bakken Crude.
PHMSA, Safety Alert, January 2, 2014: Preliminary Guidance from Operation Classification.
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likelihood of an explosion is virtually non-existent and consequently explosion scenarios
are not addressed further in this document.” DEIR, p. 4.7-37.
However, the analyses supporting the claimed 220-foot injury distance is not
included in the DEIR and apparently based on the crude slate currently processed at the
Santa Maria Refinery. Further, the nature of the “injury” is not disclosed. Regardless, a
switch from current crude to Bakken crude would significantly increase the injury
distance, likely far in excess of the 425-foot distance to the nearest receptor. Thus,
accidental releases from the tank farm were not analyzed in the DEIR and are
likely highly significant.
3.

Pipeline Accidents Are Significant

The DEIR contains a crude pipeline accident analysis for a pool fire, assuming a
spill of 692,000 barrels of crude for wind speeds of 1 meter per second (m/s) (about
2 miles per hour (mi/hr)) and 20 m/s (about 45 mi/hr). DEIR, Appx. H, pp. H-14 to
H-17. This analysis is dismissed with the misleading characterization that “[w]orst-case
thermal radiation injury levels would extend approximately 800 meters from the pool fire
that could result from a catastrophic pipeline failure on the refinery site. Based on this
modeling, it was determined that there would not be any potential for offsite injuries
associated with worst-case unloading facility crude oil spill and fire.” DEIR, p. 4.7-57.
The supporting analyses are included in Appendix H, in a format that is not
accessible to the average reviewer. Thus, they are extracted and summarized in Table 3.
Table 3
Crude Pipeline Accident Pool Fire
(DEIR, Appx. H)
Heat Flux (kW/m2) =
Wind Speed (m/s)
1
20

5
10
12.5
Impact Distance (ft)
1647
2641

889
1555

764
1273

The impact metric in these analyses is “heat flux” expressed as kilowatts per
square meters (kW/m2). Heat flux is thermal radiation intensity, the measure used in the
DEIR to determine the resulting injury to exposed parties. DEIR, Table 4.7.2. The DEIR
states that it “assumed that all persons exposed to 10 kW/m2 would suffer serious
injuries. Serious injuries would start to be realized at and above 5 kW/m2... Exposure to
thermal radiation levels in excess of 10 kW/m2 would likely begin to generate fatalities in
less than 1 minute. All persons exposed to thermal radiation within the flame area were
assumed to suffer fatalities regardless of exposure duration.” DEIR, p. 4.7-19. See also
DEIR Table 4.7-4. The three heat flux criteria reported in Table -- were selected by the
DEIR preparers to evaluate the significance of accident scenarios.
34

B11-28

Comment Letter B11

Any population located between the accident site up to the reported impact
distance, e.g., as far away as 2,641 feet in Table 3, would experience significant impacts.
At a heat flux of 5 kW/m2, 10% injury would be experienced in the exposed population
up to 2,641 feet from the accident if the wind were blowing at 20 m/s during the accident.
Up to 1,555 feet from the accident, 100% of the exposed population would be injured,
including second-degree burns in 14 seconds and 10% fatality at 60 seconds. And up to
1,273 feet from the accident, significant fatalities would occur.
A pipeline accident could occur anywhere along the pipeline route, but would
most likely occur at the tank farm, where the crude oil is transferred into tankage.
Assuming a pipeline accident at the tank farm under calm wind conditions (1 m/s or
about 2 mi/hr), significant impacts would occur up to 1,647 feet from the accident site.
The impacted area includes an industrial area 425 feet northeast of the tank farm and a
residence within the industrial area at 1,200 feet. DEIR, p. 4.7-37. At a wind speed of
20 m/s (about 45 mi/hr), all persons up to 2,641 feet away would be seriously impacted
and within a radius of 1,273 feet from the accident site, they would all be killed.
Thus, clearly, a pipeline accident involving the new crude slate has the potential
to result in significant off-site (as well as even more significant on-site worker) impacts
that were incorrectly described in the DEIR. The actual modeling indicates that off-site
parties would be killed. This is a significant impact.
4.

On-Site Train Accidents Are Significant

The DEIR also included on-site crude rail car accidents resulting in both pool
fires and Boiling Liquid Expanding Vapor Explosions or “BLEVEs” for wind speeds
ranging from 1 m/s to 20 m/s. DEIR, Appx. H. The DEIR asserts, based on these
analyses buried in Appendix H, that “potential hazards associated with the unloading
facility are considered less than significant” and “[h]azards associated with the onsite
portion of the Rail Spur Project would be less than significant (Class III”).” DEIR, pp.
4.7-57/58 (emphasis in original). No significance thresholds are articulated to support
these conclusions nor is any explanation provided to explain the basis for the DEIR’s
conclusion.
However, independent analyses based on the railcar accident modeling in
Appendix H coupled with significance levels scattered about in the DEIR indicates that
the risks from train accidents within the Refinery boundary result in significant on-site
and off-site impacts for both pool fires and BLEVEs.
a.

Pool Fires

The DEIR analyzes pool fires resulting from a crude railcar accident in which
54,476 barrels of crude (i.e., the entire contents of a unit train) are released for wind
speeds ranging from 1 m/s to 20 m/s (2 mi/hr to 45 mi/hr). DEIR, pp. H-2 to H-9. These
analyses report “heat flux” in kW/m2 as a function of distance from the release, for
distances of 100 to 1,000 meters (328 to 3,281 feet). An accident could occur anywhere
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within the Refinery boundary shown on Figure 2-1. The results of the DEIR’s railcar
pool fire analyses are buried in Appendix H in a format not accessible to the average
reviewer. Thus, they are summarized in Table 4.
Table 4
Summary of Crude Railcar Accident Analysis
of Pool Fires
(DEIR, Appx. H)
Heat Flux (kW/m2) =
Wind Speed (m/s)
1
5
10
20

5
10
12.5
Impact Distance (ft)
775
876
928
1404

407
495
541
958

331
410
446
810

The interpretation of these data (and other similar data extracted from Appendix
H and summarized in these comments) requires a map that shows the location of
potentially exposed populations relative to the accident sites (anywhere along the rail line
within the Refinery boundary). It is common to include such a map in an EIR to locate
the sensitive receptors. However, the DEIR fails to include a sensitive receptor map and
is thus deficient. The boundaries of the Refinery are shown in DEIR Fig. 2-1. This figure
and Google Earth maps indicate that the northeastern boundary of the Refinery at roughly
the elbow of Highway 1, where the Southern Pacific rail line enters the Refinery, abuts
industrial and residential property to the east and north and recreational areas in the
Coastal Zone to the west. Sensitive receptors are located in these areas, for example,
residences along Monadella Street and in areas to the north and south of Highway 1
(Willow Road) and users of the Oceano Dunes State Vehicular Recreation Area and Oso
Flaco Lake and Dunes to the west.
The results of the railcar accident modeling summarized in Table 4 indicate that
both on-site and off-site impacts are significant. When the wind speed is 20 m/s
(45 mi/hr), the heat flux is 5 kW/m2 at up to 1,404 feet from the accident site and 12.5
kW/m2 up to 810 feet from the accident site. A comparison of Figures 2-1 and 2-4
indicates that if the accident occurred near the junction of Willow Road and U.S. 1, offsite sensitive receptors would be located within 1,404 feet of the accident site. Thus,
significant off-site impacts would occur from an accident within the Refinery boundary.
Further, refinery workers would be present throughout the Refinery and at the
unloading facility. These workers would be the most highly exposed populations and
would experience significant mortality.
Thus, railcar accidents within the Refinery boundary would result in significant
impacts to both on-site and off-site populations. These were not disclosed in the DEIR,
but rather buried in a maze of tables that are not explained or analyzed.
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b.

BLEVES

The DEIR also evaluated the radiant heat exposure and explosion over pressures
resulting from a railcar accident involving a Boiling Liquid Expanding Vapor Explosion
or “BLEVEs.” However, the DEIR fails to discuss the results of this analysis, which is
buried in DEIR Appendix H in a format not accessible to the average reviewer. Thus,
they are summarized in Table 5.
Heat flux for the BLEVE analysis is reported in the DEIR in units of kilojoules
per square meter (kJ/m2), which is just another measure of heat density, similar to kW/m2
used to evaluate pool fires, but just expressed in different units. The DEIR explains that
at a heat density (or radiation dosage) of 40 kJ/m2, 10% injury will result, at 150 kJ/m2,
100% injury will result, and at 250 kJ/m2, 1% fatalities will occur. DEIR, Table 4.7.4.
Table 5
Results of Radiation Exposure Analysis
from Railcar Accident BLEVE
(DEIR, p. H-13)
Radiant
Heat
Impact Significance
Distance Threshold
(ft)
(kJ/m2)
1,690
1,194
1,066
859
830
643

40
80
100
150
160
250

Table 5 shows that significant impacts, 20% injury, will occur at up to 1,690 feet
from the accident site. As discussed above, if the accident occurs near the vicinity of the
intersection of Highway 1 and Willow Road, within the Refinery boundary, significant
impacts will result outside of the Refinery, in industrial/residential areas to the east and in
the Coastal Zone areas to the west. Further, workers within 1,690 feet of the accident
would also experience significant impacts, and those within 643 feet of the accident may
die. These are significant impacts that were not disclosed in the DEIR.
5.

Offsite Impacts From Train Accidents Are Significant

The DEIR also evaluated train accident impacts outside of the Refinery, within
San Luis Obispo County (SLOC). The DEIR asserts this analysis was prepared following
guidelines of the American Institute of Chemical Engineers, Center for Chemical Process
Safety (CCPS, 1995) and the parameters discussed in DEIR Section 4.7.1.3. DEIR, p.
4.7-61. However, this analysis does not follow the CCPS method; it uses the wrong
significance thresholds; it fails to discuss or analyze in any fashion the factors that
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actually affect rail accidents; it is totally unsupported; it fails to analyze the most
significant impacts, which occur outside of San Luis Obispo County; it is based on
outdated information; and it ignores most impacts caused by rail accidents, including the
impacts of spilled crude oils to water, land, and biological resources and public health
impacts from exposure to toxic fumes and smoke. Each of these issues is discussed
below.
a. Significance Threshold
The San Luis Obispo County Initial Study Checklist defines significant risk if the
project will “result in a risk of explosion or release of hazardous substances,” or “create
any other health hazard or potential impact.” Rather than use this definition of significant
risk, the DEIR sets it aside and adopts a probability-based risk profile curve approach
from Santa Barbara County to evaluate risks associated with crude oil unit train
transportation. DEIR, p. 4.7-55, Table 4.7.12, Fig. 4.7-5.
This method minimizes the significance of many potential injuries and deaths by
assigning probabilities that a certain number of injuries or deaths will occur, based on
statistics that do not capture the proposed increase in rail traffic. Under the San Luis
Obispo definition, the mere “risk” of an explosion, a release of crude oil, any health
hazard or any potential impact is significant. Thus, as there is ample evidence that
spectacular accidents involving crude-carrying unit trains with well documented property
damage and death have recently occurred, train accidents are per se significant.
The complex (and unsupported) probability-based risk profile method used in the
DEIR seeks to downplay the very well documented significant consequences of accidents
involving unit train accidents carrying crude oils. These accidents will happen, they will
result in significant impacts, and the DEIR should focus on minimizing their occurrence,
rather than burying the fact that they do occur in a maze of unsupported and incoherent
probability analysis. Further, the DEIR’s analysis is based on very out of data
information that does not consider recent history.
b. The DEIR Fails To Acknowledge Recent History
The DEIR’s analysis is based on outdated accident statistics, from CCSP
(1995), published long before the recent surge in the transport of crude oil by rail.
Recent history indicates that the accidents involving unit trains carrying crude oil
have sky-rocketed. They also demonstrate the unique set of challenges posed by
highly flammable materials, such as Bakken crudes, transported in unsafe tanker
cars configured in unit trains that are “virtual pipelines” of highly flammable
material, which now dominate the industry. Risks are compounded when highly
flammable material, such as Bakken crudes, are shipped in large amounts.68

68

National Transportation Safety Board, Safety Recommendation R-14-4 to -6, January 21, 2014,
Available at: http://www.ntsb.gov/doclib/recletters/2014/R-14-004-006.pdf.
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Historically, most crude oil has been transported in pipelines. However, in places
like North Dakota and Canada that have seen huge recent increases in crude oil
production, the existing crude oil pipeline network lacks capacity to handle the higher
volumes being produced. Pipelines also lack the operational flexibility and geographic
reach to serve many potential markets, especially the west coast. Railroads, though, have
capacity, flexibility, and reach to fill the gap.
Small amounts of crude oil have long been transported by rail, but since 2009 the
increase in rail crude oil movements has been enormous. In the United States, crude oil
shipments have increased from 10,800 car loads in 2009 to about 400,000 in 2013. In
Canada, shipments of crude oil by rail increased from a mere 500 car loads in 2009 to
160,000 car loads in 2013.69 Continued large increases are expected in 2014. Crude oil
accounted for 0.8 percent of total Class I carload originations for all of 2012, 1.1 percent
in the fourth quarter of 2012, and 1.4 percent in the first quarter of 2013. It was just
0.03 percent in 2008.70
This recent rise in crude transportation by rail has resulted in soaring numbers
of crude oil releases to the environment in the form of both accidents and “nonaccident” releases such as leaks. The Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety
Administration (PHMSA) incident records underscore these growing risks. The
number of incidents involving crude oil transportation by rail are as follows:






2009: 0
2010: 9
2011: 34
2012: 86
2013: 85 (partial)71

Similar statistics were published by the Wall Street Journal, based on data
generated by the Association of American Railroads (“AAR”):72

69

TSBC, Rail Safety Recommendations, January 23, 2014, Available at:
http://www.tsb.gc.ca/eng/recommandations-recommendations/rail/2014/rec-r1401-r1403.pdf.
70

American Association of Railroads, “Moving Crude Petroleum by Rail,”
https://www.aar.org/keyissues/Documents/Background-Papers/Crude-oil-by-rail.pdf; May 2013, at 3-5.
71
Data derived from PHMSA incident reports - http://www.phmsa.dot.gov/hazmat/library/datastats/incidents.
72

The Wall Street Journal, “Officials Tighten Crude-Shipping Standards,”
http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB10001424127887323838204578654463632065372; August.
7, 2013. (Also included as Attachment 3.)
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Figure 6
Industry shipment and incident reports
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An article in the January 21, 2014 Contra Costa Times, which serves one of the
areas through which the Project’s unit trains would pass, similarly explains that more
crude oil was spilled in U.S. rail accidents in 2013 than in the nearly four decades since
the federal government began collecting data on such spills. More than 1.15 million
gallons of crude oil was spilled from rail cars in 2013 alone. By comparison, U.S.
railroads spilled a combined 800,000 gallons of crude oil between 1975 and 2012.73
These data do not include Canada, where more than 1.5 million gallons of crude oil were
spilled in the Lac- Mégantic, Quebec accident on July 6, 2013, when a runaway train
derailed, exploded, and killed 47 people. The cargo was Bakken crude from North
Dakota.
The subject unit trains are “virtual pipelines” that pass through heavily populated
residential areas. When such large volumes of flammable crude oil are on a single train
involved in an accident, as seen in the Lac-Mégantic accident described below, they
explode in spectacular fireballs. The resulting accidents can cause major loss of life,
property damage, and environmental consequences. The sharp increase in crude oil rail
73

Curtis Tate, Data: Oil Spills from Rail Cars Massive, Contra Costa Times, January 21, 2014.
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shipments has significantly increased safety risks to the public.74 Crude oil is
problematic when released because it is flammable, especially Bakken crude. The risk is
compounded because it is commonly shipped in large amounts. These increased risks
have not been evaluated in the DEIR.
Unfortunately, the surge of incidents and releases has not been matched by an
increase in the resources available to responders and regulators, pointing to the need for
mitigation. The DEIR fails to address the lack of adequate resources anywhere along the rail
route, even in SLOC, to address the type of catastrophic accident that is likely to occur.
Example of some recent accidents follow.
1.

Lac-Mégantic

On July 5, 2013, a train hauling 72 DOT-111 tanker cars loaded with 2.0 million
gallons of crude from the Bakken shale oil field in North Dakota, one of the crudes
proposed to be imported by the Rail Spur Project, slammed into Lac-Mégantic, a town of
6,000 located in Quebec. Owned by an American company – Montreal, Maine and
Atlantic Railway – the train had only a single staffer, who abandoned the train in order to
sleep in a motel before a replacement crew arrived to complete the train’s journey to an
oil refinery on Canada’s east coast. The brakes on the five-locomotive train
malfunctioned, and it began a seven-mile roll toward the small town. Reaching a speed
in excess of 60 mi/hr, the train reached a bend in the tracks, derailing and dumping 1.5
million gallons of Bakken crude, which caught fire and incinerated dozens of buildings.
Forty-seven people were killed. About 1.6 million gallons of Bakken crude oil were
released, covering an area of 77 acres. Oil spilled into the Chaudière River and was
transported as far as 74 miles away.75 While this accident occurred in Canada, the freight
railroad operating environment in Canada is similar to that in the United States.

74

Association of American Railroads, Bureau of Explosives, Annual Report of Hazardous Materials
Transported by Rail, BOE 12-1, 2013.

75

NTSB, Safety Recommendation In reply refer to: R-14-4 through -6; January 21, 2014. Available at:
http://www.ntsb.gov/doclib/recletters/2014/R-14-004-006.pdf.
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Figure 7
Post-Accident Aerial Photo of Lac-Megantic (Reuters)

The DOT-111 tanker cars involved in this accident are the same ones that the
DEIR suggests will be used to import this very same crude, but notes that “nearly 25
percent of the DOT-111 fleet carrying crude today meets the higher design standards...”
DEIR, p. 4.7-15. Will the DEIR's tank car fleet be within the 25% safe or the 75% unsafe
DOT-111 fleet?
The DEIR pretends to analyze a similar accident within SLOC, but amazingly,
fails to find any significant impacts by using probabilistic methods. However, regardless
of the estimated probability, when an accident occurs, the resulting impacts are highly
significant. Further information regarding the Lac-Mégantic accident is provided in
Attachment 2, “Analysis of the Potential Costs of Accidents/Spills Related to Crude by
Rail.”76 This analysis demonstrates that the costs of crude-by-rail accidents/spills can be
very large, and that a major unit train accident/spill could cost $1 billion or more for a
single event. Such accidents are per se significant and must be addressed and mitigated
in the DEIR.
As explained in Attachment 2, the Lac-Mégantic rail accident/spill will likely
have costs on the order of $500 million to $1 billion excluding any civil or criminal
damages. Costs/damages for a similar incident could have been substantially higher had
it occurred in a more populated area, such as the San Francisco Bay Area or Los
Angeles, areas through which the Project’s similarly configured and loaded unit trains
will pass. Lac-Mégantic is also relevant in that it shows how an accident involving
highly flammable light crude (such as the Bakken crude) can have devastating
76

This analysis was prepared by The Goodman Group, Ltd, a consulting firm specializing in energy and
regulatory economics, on behalf of Oil Change International.
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consequences even in a small town in terms of loss of human life and widespread
explosion and fire damage to surrounding property. The DEIR failed to recognize this
demonstrated significant impact, instead dismissing it with unsupported probability
analyses.
2.

Marshall, Michigan

Attachment 2 also analyzes the spill of tar sands DilBit from Enbridge’s Line 6B
in Marshall, Michigan: This rupture in 2010 had costs of about $1 billion for Enbridge.
The spill volumes at Marshall (840,000 gallons) were within the range of the amount of
spill possible for this Project (and, in fact, substantially less than the maximum spill) if a
crude by rail unit train released much of its cargo. Costs/damages for similar incidents
within California could be substantially higher if it occurred in a more populated area,
such as the Bay Area or Los Angeles. Marshall is also relevant in showing the high
potential cost of dilbit spills into water (and rail lines are often very close to water, e.g.,
along the Sacramento River and within the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, the water
supply for most of California's agriculture and drinking water).
3.

Alabama

On November 8, 2013, a 90-car unit train carrying 2.7 million gallons of
Bakken crude oil in DOT-11 tank cars derailed and exploded in a rural wetland in
western Alabama, spilling crude oil into the surrounding wetlands and igniting a fire
that burned for several days.77 No injuries resulted from the accident, but a similar
accident in a more populated location would certainly have caused serious risk to
public safety.

77

Karlamangla, Soumya, “Train in Alabama oil spill was carrying 2.7 million gallons of crude.” Los
Angeles Times, http://articles.latimes.com/2013/nov/09/nation/la-na-nn-train-crash-alabama-oil20131109, November 9, 2013.
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Figure 8
Aerial photo of Alabama derailment and explosion (Reuters)

4.

Casselton, North Dakota

On December 30, 2013, a similar explosion occurred in Casselton, North Dakota,
causing a fiery accident resulting in the town being evacuated. The BNSF train was more
than 100 cars, all DOT-111, and about a mile long, of which at least 10 cars were
destroyed.78 Several of the DOT-111 tank cars ruptured and released crude oil that
ignited. The post-accident fire destroyed two locomotives and thermally damaged
several additional tank cars causing violent, fiery eruptions. Dense, toxic smoke forced a
temporary evacuation of the town. Apparently, another train carrying grain derailed first,
causing the adjacent Bakken oil filled cars to derail,79 thus highlighting the hazards
associated with multiple trains using the same or adjacent tracks, as proposed by the Rail
Spur Project. The coastal line, for example, carries passenger traffic along the Pacific
coast. Thus, human life could be put at risk, rather than just a train carrying grain.
5.

New Brunswick, Canada

On January 7, 2014, 17 cars in a 122-unit train derailed and exploded near Plaster
Rock, New Brunswick. No one was injured, but about 150 people were evacuated. The
petroleum products originated in Western Canada and were destined for the Irving Oil
Refinery in St. John.80

78

DOT-111 Tank Car, Wikipedia.
NTSB, Staff Recommendation R-14-01 - 03, January 23, 2014.
80
DOT-111 Tank Car, Wikipedia.
79
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c. The DEIR Fails To Evaluate Crude By Rail As A Security Risk
The explosions in Lac-Mégantic and Alabama were accidents, but they could
easily have been created by terrorists. The fact that terrorists haven’t yet targeted rail
tank cars carrying crude oil doesn’t mean it won’t occur in the future. The recent
Canadian accidents demonstrate the amount of death and destruction that can happen if
a rail tank car overturns. Terrorists will have read about these accidents. Without any
additional security precautions, crude oil tank cars will be seen as a soft target for an
attack, particularly, since they are often manned by small crews and often left
unattended.
d. Off-Site Train Accident Analysis Unsupported
The results of the off-site train accident analysis appears full blown in Table 4.712 for a 72.6 mile segment of rail line from Highway 101 to Nipomo, broken into small
segments. This table is apparently the basis of Figure 4.7-5, which presents the
frequency of injuries and fatalities as a function of the number of each. Both of these
summary results are presented with no supporting analysis, equations, citations, or
explanatory material. Table 4.7-12 is also presented in Appendix H at H-19 and H-20,
again with no supporting analysis, equation, citations, or explanatory material.
The DEIR asserts this analysis was prepared following guidelines of the
American Institute of Chemical Engineers, Center for Chemical Process Safety (CCPS,
1995) and the parameters discussed in DEIR Section 4.7.1.3. DEIR, p. 4.7-61. However,
I am very familiar with these guidelines and have used them in many similar analyses. I
cannot follow or verify the risk analyses in DEIR Sec. 4.7. The following bulleted items
list the columns in Table 4.7.12 and their support or lack thereof based on my review of
the DEIR:


Accident Probability (year): no support



Probability Density: Table 4.7.6 (“default population densities”)



# of Trains per year: DEIR, pp. ES-3, 1-4



Ignition: All Spill Probability (per year): no support



Ignition: Small Spill Probability (per year): no support



Ignition: Large Spill Probability (per year): no support



No Ignition: All Spill Probability (per year): no support



No Ignition: Small Spill Probability (per year): no support



No Ignition: Large Spill Probability (per year): no support

The calculations and inputs to arrive at Table 4.7.12 are many and complex and
MUST be included in an appendix to the DEIR, to the same level of detail as Appendix B
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for air emission calculations. The methods and inputs include, for example, the following
types of standard calculations and inputs, none of which are disclosed in the DEIR:
To evaluate whether a train accident is significant, one must estimate two numbers: 1) the
probability that a consequence (e.g., injury or fatality) will occur from the accident and 2) the
number of individuals that will be affected.
These two numbers are usually calculated using standard procedures described in the
Guidelines for Chemical Transportation Risk Analysis (CCPS, 1995). The first number, the
probability that an incident outcome (i.e., a fatality or injury) will occur is given by:

Fg ,i ,k  T  A  Ri  L g  Pi ,k

(1)

where:
Fg,i,k
T
A
Ri
Lg
Pi,k
g
i
k

= frequency of incident outcome k for release size i on segment g
= trips per year
= accident rate per mile
= release probability for release size i
= length of segment g in miles
= probability of incident outcome k for release size i
= segment counter
= release size counter
= incident outcome counter
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The second number, the associated consequences or number of persons exposed, is given by:

N g ,i ,k  CAi ,k  PD g  PFi ,k

(2)

where:
Ng,i,k
CAI,k
PDg
PFI,k
g
i
k

= number of fatalities (or injuries) for incident outcome k for release size i on segment g
= consequence area associated with incident outcome k for release size i
= population density for segment g
= probability of injury/fatality for incident outcome k for release size i
= segment counter
= release size counter
= incident outcome counter

Without the type of information used in the above equations, the DEIR’s train
accident analysis is wholly unsupported. The DEIR must be revised to reveal and
support all of the input assumptions represented by the variables used in these equations.
The revised DEIR must be recirculated.
The unsupported information in Table 4.7.12 was then used to create injury and
fatality risk charts that plot the frequency of accidents per year versus the number of
injuries and fatalities in Figure 4.7-5. These are compared with Santa Barbara risk
thresholds. There is no explanation for how the unsupported probability data from Table
4.7.6 was used to generate these risk curves. A complex series of calculations and
various assumptions are typically involved, but none of these were disclosed in the DEIR,
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preventing public review. The DEIR must be expanded to support this analysis and
recirculated to give the public an opportunity for input.

e. Entire Route In California Not Analyzed
The train accident analysis fails to analyze the risk of accident along the entire
route within California, but rather stops at the northern San Luis Obispo County border
and assumes no trains arrive or depart from the south. The DEIR indicates that unit trains
will travel 68 miles81 one-way within San Luis Obispo County and an additional 390
miles one-way outside of the County. DEIR, p. 4.3-42. Thus, the DEIR only analyzed
the risk of train accidents for 17% of the route. This significantly understates the risk and
consequences of train accidents as the County is sparsely populated. The projected rail
route passes through some of the most densely populated areas with some of the most
valuable real estate in the United States.
The DEIR fails to include a map that shows the route(s) that Project trains would
follow. However, it does disclose that Union Pacific would be the carrier and includes a
map of Union Pacific rail lines in California. DEIR, Fig. 4.12-2. This map indicates that
trains may pass through some of the most densely populated areas in the United States,
exposing some of the most sensitive and vulnerable public resources to significant
adverse impacts.
The DEIR suggests that unit trains would most likely enter the northern part of the
state, follow the rail line along the Sacramento River to Roseville, through Sacramento,
Oakland, Santa Clara, San Jose, and down the coastal line to the Refinery. DEIR, p.
4.12-7 & Fig. 4.12-2. However, elsewhere, the DEIR indicates that trains could arrive
from the north or the south (DEIR, p. 2-21), thus also passing through the densely
populated Los Angeles area.
Unit trains approaching from the north would parallel the water supply for most
of California, the Sacramento River and the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, and pass
through some of the most densely populated areas and most valuable real estate in the
world in the San Francisco Bay Area and Silicon Valley. An accident on the Mulford
line between Santa Clara and Oakland or in San Jose, for example, which the DEIR
indicates would be used (DEIR, p. 4.12-7), could have catastrophic effects on
infrastructure, workers, and residents. As discussed elsewhere, the DEIR should have
considered an alternate route, down the eastern side of the Central Valley, with a new
connecting rail spur from Bakersfield to the Refinery, to avoid these significant impacts.
The federal preemption arguments in the DEIR do not prevent the County from
requiring mitigation for significant impacts that occur on private land. Further, there is
no preemption of the County’s authority to refuse to issue a land use permit if Phillips 66
does not mitigate significant impacts that occur anywhere within California.

81

Elsewhere, the DEIR reports 72.6 miles within SLOC. DEIR, Table 4.7-12.
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f. Track and Rail Car Condition Not Addressed
Unit trains loaded with up to 2.2 million gallons of crude oil (DEIR, p. 2-21) will
travel one way over about 460 miles of rail line within California nearly every day.
DEIR, p. 4.3-42. These trains can weigh up to 15,000 tons and extend for well over a
mile. Rail accidents are the result of either an error on the part of the railroad operating
personnel or a technical failure in the track, tank car design, and train control equipment.
DEIR, p. 4.7-25, CCSP 1995, p. 64. The latter two can be anticipated and mitigated. The
primary contributing factors to rail accidents that could have and should have been
evaluated in the DEIR are track conditions, train speed, and railcar design.
Derailment rates are high on low class track and reduce rapidly as track quality
improves. Broken rail is the factor most likely to pose the greatest risk to train operations
as accidents due to broken rails are more frequent and more severe than average. They
have been the cause of major derailments involving dangerous goods in both the U.S. and
Canada.82
The DEIR made no attempt to assess track quality for the mainline route within
California that would be used by unit trains. Rather, it dismisses the issue by stating that:
“[m]ainline track is generally Class 5 or 6...” DEIR, p. 4.7-25. “Generally”? Is this
true, especially along sections currently with light unit train traffic, such as coastal line?
The DEIR is silent on track condition, which is a serious oversight. A survey could have
and should have been conducted as an input to the risk of upset analysis and to evaluate
alternate routes to mitigate impacts.
The severity and consequences of a derailment are related to speed because the
energy dissipated during a derailment depends on the kinetic energy of the train, thus its
speed and mass. Federal Railroad Administration data for mainline freight trains shows
the number of cars derailed, an indicator of accident severity, is highly correlated with
speed. Thus, speed reduction has the potential to reduce the severity and consequences of
derailments.83 The DEIR did not consider speed reduction.
Another key factor that affects both the probability and consequences of train
accidents is the design and condition of the tank cars. CCSP 1995. The DEIR suggests
that DOT-111 rail cars would be used. However, while the DEIR recognizes safety
issues with these cars (see, e.g., p. 4.7-17, and 4.7-25) and explicitly recognizes that only
about 25% of the current fleet has been upgraded to NTSB standards, it does not consider
these flaws in its analyses and does nothing to assure that the Project will use the safest
cars available that meet the most current safety standards. DEIR, p. 4.7-25. The DEIR

82

Transportation Safety Board of Canada, Rail Recommendations R14-01, R14-02, R14-03, January 23,
2014, Available at: http://www.tsb.gc.ca/eng/recommandations-recommendations/rail/2014/rec-r1401r1403.asp#appx-a.
83
C.P.L. Barkan, C.T. Dick and R. Anderson, Analysis of Railroad Derailment Factors Affecting
Hazardous Materials Transportation Risk, Transportation Research Board Annual Meeting, 2003.
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does not require any specific railcars nor safety standards for the rail cars that would be
used in Project unit trains.
This is a serious flaw as it is widely acknowledged that the existing fleet of DOT111 tank cars is unsafe for transporting crude oil or other hazardous materials. There are
about 228,000 Class 111 tank cars currently in service in North America. Among many
other deficiencies, the head and shells of DOT-111s are paper thin, and they lack many
other vital safety features, such as head shields and protection for top fittings. As
explained by the Transportation Safety Board of Canada (TSBC): “Many Class 111 tank
cars do not have top fitting protection, head shields or thermal protection, and are not
jacketed. The sides and heads of these tank cars are typically constructed with 7/16-inchthick steel plate, which is thinner than some other classes of tank cars. When involved in
accidents, these Class 111 tank cars are vulnerable to head and shell damage due to
impacts, as well as fitting damage, which can result in the release of product.
Furthermore, without thermal protection, additional product can be released through
excessive venting of the safety relief device(s), or worse, through a thermal tear, which
can result in complete product loss.”84
Figure 9
Class 111 Tank Cars
Assumed in DEIR to Transport Crude (TSBC)

Rail tank cars should be able to withstand “rollover” accidents. But when pre2011 DOT-111s are involved in accidents, even at low speeds, almost all of the tank cars
rupture and release their contents. This was documented by the National Transportation
Safety Board (“NTSB”) in its “Cherry Valley accident report,” cited in the Advanced
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking for Hazardous Materials: Rail Petitions and
Recommendations to Improve the Safety of Railroad Tank Car Transportation.85 In that
84

Transportation Safety Board of Canada, Rail Recommendation R14-01, R14-02, R14-03, January 23,
2014, Available at: http://www.tsb.gc.ca/eng/recommandations-recommendations/rail/2014/rec-r1401r1403.asp.
85

PHMSA-2012-0082 (HM-251), 78 FR 54,849 (Sept. 6, 2013).
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low-speed accident (36 mph), 13 of 15 tank cars ruptured. The NTSB noted that similar
disastrous failure rates had been observed in other accidents (New Brighton, PA – 12 of
23 cars were breached; Arcadia, OH – 28 of 32 were breached).
The Cenovus Material Safety Data Sheet (MSDS) for Bakken crudes rates its
flammability at Level 4, which is the highest rating, the same as for methane and propane
gases. Under Canadian regulations, propane must be carried in DOT-112 or DOT-114
tank cars, but not in the U.S. Thus, while the use of DOT-111 tank cars would be illegal
in Canada, they could be used in the U.S. where Bakken crudes originates86 and appear to
be approved by the DEIR for use on this Project. After the Lac- Mégantic accident in
Canada, the Canadian government proposed to reclassify crude oil as a highly hazardous
material, upgrading its classification from flammable and non-explosive.87 The DEIR is
seriously deficient for failing to call out this significant risk, the use of unsafe railcars to
import highly flammable Bakken crudes through densely populated areas to the Refinery
in “virtual pipelines”. This is reckless.
C. Mitigation Is Inadequate
The DEIR does not impose any mitigation for accidents involving the import and
storage of a new crude slate as it alleges there are no significant impacts. (Crossbucks
will be installed at all railroad spur crossing with the Refinery. DEIR, p. IST-37.)
However, as I demonstrate above, this conclusion is wrong. The import of a new slate of
crudes by rail will result in many significant impacts. These must be mitigated. The
following sections discuss some of the mitigation measures that I recommend.
Notably, on January 23, 2014, the National Transportation Safety Board
(NTSB)88 issued a series of recommendations to the Department of Transportation to
address the safety risk of transporting crude oil by rail.89 In an unprecedented move, the
NTSB issued these recommendation in coordination with the Transportation Safety
Board of Canada. 90 These recommendations include tougher standards for all Classs-111
86

DOT-111 Tank Car, Wikipedia.

87

Canada Orders Reinforced Fuel Trains After Disaster, January 10, 2014, Available at:
http://crooksandliars.com/2014/01/canada-orders-reinforced-fuel-trains-after.
88

NTSB Calls for Tougher Standards on Trains Carrying Crude Oil, January 23, 2014, Available at:
http://www.ntsb.gov/news/2014/140123.html; FuelFix, Wreck Investigators Urge Tighter Rules for Oil
Trains, January 23, 2014, Available at: http://fuelfix.com/blog/2014/01/23/rail-wreck-investigators-urgetighter-rules-for-oil-trains/; The Globe and Mail, Canadian and U.S. Safety Watchdogs Warn of Oil-byRail's Risks in Push for Tighter Rules, January 23, 2014, Available at:
http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/politics/new-federal-rail-safety-proposal-to-tighten-scrutiny-ofcrude-shipments/article16461771/#dashboard/follows/.
89

NTSF, Safety Recommendation Letter R-14-001-003, January 23, 2014, Available at:
http://www.ntsb.gov/doclib/recletters/2014/R-14-001-003.pdf and NTSB Safety Recommendation Letter
R-14-004-006, January 21, 2014, Available at: http://www.ntsb.gov/doclib/recletters/2014/R-14-004006.pdf.
90

TSB and NTSB Call on Canadian and U.S. Regulators to Improve the Safe Transportation of Crude by
Rail, Available at: http://www.tsb.gc.ca/eng/medias-media/communiques/rail/2014/r13d0054-
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tank cars, not just new ones; strategic route planning; and emergency response assistance
plans along routes where large volume of liquid hydrocarbons are shipped. All of these
recommendations should be included as mitigation for the Rail Spur Project.
1.

Community Emergency Preparedness Response

When a crude oil spill occurs, local response assets are generally the first ones
on scene. These assets will include those provided by police departments, fire fighters,
and emergency managers. Many times however, these response individuals are unaware
of the nature of, and the threat posed by the materials that are being transported through
their communities.
The public services and utilities section of the DEIR (Sec. 4.11), does not address
how a local train accident would be handled. The DEIR concedes elsewhere that “In the
unlikely event of an oil spill along the UPRR mainline tracks, there would likely be no oil
spill containment or cleanup equipment available, and it would likely take some time for
emergency response teams to mobilize adequate spill response equipment. Depending
upon the location of the spill this could allow enough time for the spill to impact sensitive
habitat and plants and animal species." DEIR, p. ES-7. Elsewhere the DEIR admits that
“[o]peration of the Rail Spur Project could increase demand for fire protection and
emergency response services.” DEIR, pp. ES-9.
The only mitigation proposed for these deficiencies is implementation of a “Fire
Protection Plan, Emergency Response Plan, Spill Prevention Control and
Countermeasure Plan, training requirement for CALFIRE and the SMR fire brigade”
within the Refinery. DEIR, pp. ES-9, IST-33. This is not adequate to address accidents
along the 458 miles of track within California as it effectively places the burden of
remediating the environmental consequences of an accident on local communities along
the route. The DEIR failed to evaluate any alternatives to this do-nothing approach. The
applicant could require its carrier to develop a comprehensive plan to ensure the
availability of necessary response resources, including identifying and contracting the
personnel and equipment necessary to respond to accidents along the route.
Congress, recognizing a gap in communication, mandated in the “9/11 Act”91
that rail companies transporting security sensitive materials, including toxic-byinhalation materials, but not including crude oil, improve communication with local
officials. Rail carriers are now required to identify a point of contact and to provide
information to (1) state and/or regional “Fusion Centers” that have been established to
coordinate with state, local and tribal officials on security issues and which are located
within the area encompassed by the rail carrier’s rail system; and (2) state, local, and
tribal officials in jurisdictions that may be affected by a rail carrier’s routing decisions

20140123.asp; See also: Rail Recommendations R14-01, R14-02, R14-03 at
http://www.tsb.gc.ca/eng/recommandations-recommendations/rail/2014/rec-r1401-r1403.asp and
Backgrounder at http://www.tsb.gc.ca/eng/medias-media/fiches-facts/r13d0054/r13d0054-20140123.asp.
91
Implementing Recommendations of the 9/11 Commission Act of 2007, Pub. L. 110-53; 121 Stat. 266.
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and who directly contact the railroad to discuss routing decisions.92 This knowledge
enables local communities to have a better understanding of what is being transported
near their homes and schools.
According to the mandate of the 9/11 Act, rail carriers transporting security
sensitive materials are required to select lower-risk routes, based on an analysis of the
safety and security risks presented various routes, railroad storage facilities and
proximity of high-consequence targets along the route. The results of this analysis
could dictate the rerouting of the security sensitive materials to other locations
Crude oil is not currently defined as “security sensitive” so the additional
reporting requirement does not apply to rail carriers transporting crude oil, despite its
obvious hazards. However, the DEIR should find the subject crudes as “security
sensitive” and implement 9/11 Act requirements.
The lack of regulatory guidance on communication about the movement of
crude oil via rail with local officials, neighbors and local businesses is inconsistent
with the Administration’s initiatives goal to improve preparedness. President Obama
issued a proclamation on August 30, 2013 stating that September 2013 was National
Preparedness Month. In this document, the President also stated that Americans should
“refocus our efforts on readying ourselves, our families, our neighborhoods, and our
Nation for any crisis we may face.” Additionally he directed the Federal Emergency
Management Agency to “launch a comprehensive campaign to build and sustain
national preparedness with private sector, non-profit, and community leaders and all
levels of government.”93 Private sector and community preparedness can’t occur if the
federal government fails to require the disclosure of information that could help
communities become more prepared.
The failure to share information also contradicts the mission of the Citizen
Corps, a FEMA-managed initiative. Its mission “is to harness the power of every
individual through education, training, and volunteer service to make communities
safer, stronger, and better prepared to respond to the threats of terrorism, crime, public
health issues, and disasters of all kinds.” http://www.ready.gov/citizen-corps. Disasters
of all kinds include spills created by overturned rail tank cars carrying crude oil.
FEMA released a report on the Citizen Corps in September 2012. In this
document entitled “Citizen Corps Councils Registration and Profile Data FY2011
National Report,” FEMA Administrator Fugate stated that the Citizen Corps Councils
provide ‘“the table”‘ for collaboration to “(i)ntegrate whole community representatives
with emergency managers to ensure disaster preparedness and response planning
represents the whole community and integrates nontraditional resources.”94 Again,
92

http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2008-11-26/html/E8-27826.htm.

93

http://community.fema.gov/gf2.ti/f/280514/8233733.1/PDF//Presidential_Proclamation__National_Preparedness_Month_2013.pdf.
94
FEMA, “Citizen Corps Councils Registration and Profile Data FY2011 National Report,”
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without access to accurate information, the whole community is unable to adequately
plan and integrate resources for disaster response and preparedness in line with FEMA
objectives.
Finally, the failure to share information also contradicts recommendations provided
by former Director of EPA’s Office of Emergency Management Deborah Dietrich
regarding coordination between the Citizen Corps and Local Emergency Planning
Committees (LEPCs). Ms. Dietrich sent an August 2009 letter to all State Emergency
Response Commission (SERC) Chairs recommending that all LEPCs work more closely
with the Citizen Corps regarding the Emergency Planning and Community Right to
Know Act of 1986 (EPCRA). She told them to consider “whether working more closely
with the Citizen Corps could make your EPCRA and RMP work more effective.”95
Without basic knowledge about crude oil moving through their communities by rail, these
planning committees are unable to accomplish their intended goal.
2.

Rail Car Design

The DEIR suggests that DOT-111 non-pressurized tank cars would be used.
DEIR, p. 4.7-25. However, as documented above, based on recent accidents and various
proposed rulemakings, these railcars are known to pose significant risks when used to
transport crude oil in unit trains.
Railcars are typically (99%) owned by the refiner, a leasing company, or a
midstream producer, rather than the railroads.96 Thus, there is no pre-emption issue and
Phillips 66 has control over its railcars. The County can and should establish standards
that the Project’s railcars must meet. These standards should include the use of DOT-112
or DOT-114 when transporting Level 4 material such as Bakken and otherwise, the use of
DOT-111 built to the most current standards, currently as of October 1, 2011, which
include increased head and shell thickness; normalized steel; 1/2-inch thick head shield;
and top fitting protection. DEIR, p. 4.7-25.
3.

Train Staffing

A unit train carrying crude oil can weigh up to 15,000 tons and extend for up to a
mile in length. Directing such a vehicle from point of origin to its destination is an
inordinately demanding task, especially given the enormous risks involved if a mistake is
made.

https://s3-us-gov-west-1.amazonaws.com/dam-production/uploads/20130726-1854-250452121/citizen_corps_councils_final_report_9_27_2012.pdf, September 2012.
95

Dietrich, Deborah, Letter to SERC Chairpersons,
ftp://tbrpc.org/dri/Documents/LEPC/MISCELLANEOUS/EPA's%20EPCRA%20Letter.pdf.

August 20, 2009.
96

AAR, Moving Crude by Rail, May 2013, p. 9.
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The range of tasks and responsibilities imposed on train staff includes powering
up, maintaining speed (in compliance with ever-changing speed limits, changing grades,
and track conditions), constant visual surveillance of the track and traffic control signals,
continuously operating the radio, completing required paperwork, and remaining aware
of other rail traffic.
Further, FRA rules require that each car in a hazmat train be inspected visually for
defects, signs of tampering, and/or the presence of improvised explosive devices. 49
CFR 174.9(b). This could require over a mile of visual tank car inspections, thus
requiring a solo staffer to be away from the locomotive for long periods.
In the event of derailment, collision, mechanical breakdown, etc, a massive piece
of equipment such as a unit train cannot be safely operated by one individual.
Redundancy in staffing is required to maintain safe operations. This has been recognized
by the Federal Aviation Administration, which requires two pilots for all commercial
flights. Crude unit trains should be subject to the same requirement.
Thus, the DEIR should include a condition requiring that Phillips 66 negotiate a
contract with UPRR that requires at least two operators on each unit train carrying crude
oil.
4.

Alternate Route Should Be Required

The DEIR should have analyzed the safety and security risks of alternate
transportation routes, including consideration of the crude volumes; track type, class, and
maintenance schedule; track grade and curvature; environmentally sensitive or significant
areas; population density along the routes; emergency response capability along the
routes; passenger traffic along the route(s) (i.e., shared track); railway infrastructure (e.g.,
signaling, track class, crossings, wayside systems, traffic density); geography; and areas
of high consequence as defined in 49 CFR 172.820(c). Based on this analysis, the DEIR
should have selected the route posing the least overall safety and security risk.
In particular, the DEIR should have selected a route to prevent catastrophic
release or explosion in proximity to densely populated areas, including urban areas and
events or venues with large numbers of people in attendance, iconic buildings,
landmarks, or environmentally sensitive areas.97 The route selected in the DEIR
(without any analysis or justification at all) violates every tenant of safety analysis. The
proposed route passes through some of the most densely populated and environmentally
sensitive areas in the world.
The coastal route selected in the DEIR overlaps with passenger routes and passes
through some of the most densely populated areas in the United States. The Capitol
Corridor line travels between San Jose and Sacramento. The Pacific Surfliner travels
along the coast between San Luis Obispo and San Diego. The San Joaquin line runs
97

73 FR 20752 (April 16, 2008).
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between Bakersfield and the San Francisco Bay Area. The California Zephyr runs
between Emeryville and Chicago. The Coast Starlight run between Los Angeles and
Chicago. DEIR, Sec. 4.12.
Further, the chosen route passes over 99 bridges and major road crossing in just
San Luis Obispo County alone, of which only 33 are grade-separated crossings, where
the railroad passes above or below the crossing. DEIR, p. 4.7-28. The DEIR failed to
inventory bridges and crossing anywhere else. DEIR, Sec. 4.7 & 4.12. However, there
are likely many in densely populated areas that unit trains will pass through. Many of
these are likely unseparated and thus would increase the potential for accidents. DEIR, p.
4.7-28. As it could take over an hour for a unit train to pass through any given crossing,
massive traffic jams could result in areas like the San Francisco Bay Area, Silicon Valley,
and the greater Los Angeles area. The interaction of train traffic and rail traffic was not
evaluated in the DEIR. Any increase in congestion due to this Project would be a
significant impact that was not analyzed or mitigated.
The 9/11 Act, generally used to argue for safety of existing railroads, was enacted
in 2007, when just 5,897 carloads of crude petroleum originated on U.S. Class I railroads.
Last year, that number grew to 233,819 carloads – a growth of more than 3865%.98 In
2013, that number has grown again, totaling 299,052 through the first 3 quarters
(averaging about 100,000 per quarter). Assuming volumes will be similar in the fourth
quarter, there will be about 400,000 carloads for all of 2013 – a growth of about 6700%
relative to carloads in 2007.99 This exponential growth in unit shipments of crude by rail
and associated incidents, as well as the recent Lac-Mégantic disaster, compel the
conclusion that unit shipments of crude oil demand enhanced safety standards and should
be subjected to the re-routing standards as “security sensitive” materials as set forth in the
9/11 Act.
Finally, hybrid logistics, where crude is offloaded from rail at intermediate
terminals, with transport via water and/or pipelines used for final delivery to the
Refinery, should have been considered as alternatives to a 100% by rail delivery route.
These are clearly on Phillip 66's100 and other refiner's 101plates.
5.

Mitigation Is Deferred To The Future

The DEIR recommends several mitigation measures that would be developed in
the future, outside of the CEQA review process. Thus should be fully developed as part
of the DEIR to assure adequate public review.

98

AAR May 2013.

99

AAR, August 29, 2013; AAR November 7, 2013.

100

Phillips 66, Crude by Rail & Intermodal Supply Chain, Optimization and Opportunities, Refiner-Led
Summit 2013, Opening Keynote Panel, August 21, 2013.

101

Tesoro, Deutsche Bank Energy Conference, January 9, 2014.
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First, prior to issuance of construction permits and notice to proceed, various fire
protection and emergency response services would be developed including: "Fire
Protection Plan, Emergency Response Plan, Spill Prevention Control and
Countermeasure Plan, training requirement for CALFIRE and the SMR fire brigade."
DEIR, pp. ES-9, IST-33. These updated plans should be included as appendices to the
DEIR for public review.
Second, the Applicant also "shall investigate methods for reducing the onsite
emissions, both from fugitive components and from locomotives" and "implement a
program to limit onsite idling" prior to issuance of the Notice to Proceed, and thus
outside of CEQA review. DEIR, p. IST-1.
VII.

ALTERNATIVES

The DEIR considered five major alternatives to the Project: (1) truck
transportation; (2) marine transportation; (3) alternative rail unloading sites; (4) loop rail
unloading configuration; (5) reduced rail deliveries; (6) no project alternative. DEIR,
Sec. 5.1. None of these alternatives significantly reduce impacts. Thus, they are not
“alternatives” to the Project under CEQA.
The DEIR failed to evaluate other feasible alternatives that would have lesser
impacts and more benefits. These include: (1) use of crude from the Price Canyon Oil
Field Project Expansion, which proposes to increase local output,102 to the extent
available, rather than importing by rail; (2) continue production from existing or other
nearby oil fields using enhanced oil recovery; (3) use of alternate rail route through the
Central Valley with new connector rail line west from Bakersfield; (4) hybrid delivery
options (e.g., partial delivery by sea or pipeline); (5) restrict crudes that can be imported.
The DEIR also failed to conduct any analysis at all of the no project alternative,
rejecting it out of hand as it would not meet any of the project objectives. DEIR, p. 5-24.
What are they? However, economic interests (at the expense of environmental impacts)
is not a valid consideration under CEQA. When the no project alternative is the most
environmentally superior then the next most environmentally preferred must be selected.
DEIR, p. 5-33
The purpose of the Rail Spur Project, evidentially, is to reduce operating cost by
importing cheaper oil. However, this should not be allowed at expense of the potentially
catastrophic environment consequences, which are externalities that must be weighed,
mitigated, or replaced when mitigations are not effective. Local sources of crude can be
secured without the Rail Spur Project. New oil fields are currently being developed. The
use of locally sourced crudes is the next most environmentally preferred.

102

Price Canyon Oilfield Project (Freeport McMoran Oil & Gas), Available at:
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/planning/environmental/EnvironmentalNotices/PXP.htm.
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Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, Principal Investigator, 1977-1981
University of California, Berkeley, Program Manager, 1976-1977
Bechtel, Inc., Engineer, 1971-1976, 1964-1966

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS
American Chemical Society (1981-2010)
Phi Beta Kappa (1970-present)
Sigma Pi Sigma (1970-present)
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Who's Who Environmental Registry, PH Publishing, Fort Collins, CO, 1992.
Who's Who in the World, Marquis Who's Who, Inc., Chicago, IL, 11th Ed., p. 371, 1993-present.
Who's Who of American Women, Marquis Who's Who, Inc., Chicago, IL, 13th Ed., p. 264, 1984present.
Who's Who in Science and Engineering, Marquis Who's Who, Inc., New Providence, NJ, 5th Ed.,
p. 414, 1999-present.
Who’s Who in America, Marquis Who’s Who, Inc., 59th Ed., 2005.
Guide to Specialists on Toxic Substances, World Environment Center, New York, NY, p. 80,
1980.
National Research Council Committee on Irrigation-Induced Water Quality Problems
(Selenium), Subcommittee on Quality Control/Quality Assurance (1985-1990).
National Research Council Committee on Surface Mining and Reclamation, Subcommittee on
Oil Shale (1978-80)

REPRESENTATIVE EXPERIENCE
Performed environmental and engineering investigations, as outlined below, for a wide range of
industrial and commercial facilities including: petroleum refineries and upgrades thereto;
reformulated fuels projects; refinery upgrades to process heavy sour crudes, including tar sands
and light sweet crudes from the Eagle Ford and Bakken Formations; petroleum distribution
terminals; coal export terminals; LNG export, import, and storage terminals; shale oil plants;
coal gasification & liquefaction plants; conventional and thermally enhanced oil production;
underground storage tanks; pipelines; gasoline stations; landfills; railyards; hazardous waste
treatment facilities; nuclear, hydroelectric, geothermal, wood, biomass, waste, tire-derived fuel,
gas, oil, coke and coal-fired power plants; transmission lines; airports; hydrogen plants;
petroleum coke calcining plants; coke plants; activated carbon manufacturing facilities; asphalt
plants; cement plants; incinerators; flares; manufacturing facilities (e.g., semiconductors,
electronic assembly, aerospace components, printed circuit boards, amusement park rides);
lanthanide processing plants; ammonia plants; nitric acid plants; urea plants; food processing
plants; almond hulling facilities; composting facilities; grain processing facilities; grain
elevators; ethanol production facilities; soy bean oil extraction plants; biodiesel plants; paint
formulation plants; wastewater treatment plants; marine terminals and ports; gas processing
plants; steel mills; iron nugget production facilities; pig iron plant, based on blast furnace
technology; direct reduced iron plant; acid regeneration facilities; railcar refinishing facility;
battery manufacturing plants; pesticide manufacturing and repackaging facilities; pulp and paper
mills; olefin plants; methanol plants; ethylene crackers; selective catalytic reduction (SCR)
systems; selective noncatalytic reduction (SNCR) systems; halogen acid furnaces; contaminated
property redevelopment projects (e.g., Mission Bay, Southern Pacific Railyards, Moscone Center
expansion, San Diego Padres Ballpark); residential developments; commercial office parks,
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campuses, and shopping centers; server farms; transportation plans; and a wide range of mines
including sand and gravel, hard rock, limestone, nacholite, coal, molybdenum, gold, zinc, and oil
shale.

EXPERT WITNESS/LITIGATION SUPPORT
For plaintiffs, expert witness in civil action relating to alleged violations of the Clean Air
Act, Prevention of Significant Deterioration, for historic modifications (1997-2000) at the
Cemex cement plant in Lyons, Colorado. Reviewed produced documents, prepared expert
and rebuttal reports on PSD applicability based on NOx emission calculations for a
collection of changes considered both individually and collectively. Deposed August 2011.
United States v. Cemex, Inc., In U.S. District Court for the District of Colorado (Civil
Action No. 09-cv-00019-MSK-MEH). Case settled June 13, 2013.
For plaintiffs, in civil action relating to alleged violations of the Clean Air Act, Prevention of
Significant Deterioration, for historic modifications (1988 – 2000) at James De Young Units
3, 4, and 5. Reviewed produced documents, analyzed CEMS and EIA data, and prepared
netting and BACT analyses for NOx, SO2, and PM10. Expert report February 24, 2010 and
affidavit February 20, 2010. Sierra Club v. City of Holland, et al., U.S. District Court,
Western District of Michigan.
For plaintiffs, in civil action alleging failure to obtain MACT permit, expert on potential to
emit hydrogen chloride (HCl) from a new coal-fired boiler. Reviewed record, estimated HCl
emissions, wrote expert report June 2010 and March 2013 (Cost to Install a Scrubber at the
Lamar Repowering Project Pursuant to Case-by-Case MACT), deposed August 2010 and
March 2013. Wildearth Guardian et al. v. Lamar Utilities Board, Civil Action No. 09-cv02974, U.S. District Court, District of Colorado. Case settled August 2013.
For plaintiffs, expert witness on permitting, emission calculations, and wastewater treatment
for coal to gasoline plant. Reviewed produced documents. Assisted in preparation of
comments on draft minor source permit. Wrote two affidavits on key issues in case.
Presented direct and rebuttal testimony 10/27 - 10/28/10 on permit enforceability and failure
to properly calculate potential to emit, including underestimate of flaring emissions and
omission of VOC and CO emissions from wastewater treatment, cooling tower, tank roof
landings, and malfunctions. Sierra Club, Ohio Valley Environmental Coalition, Coal River
Mountain Watch, West Virginia Highlands Conservancy v. John Benedict, Director, Division
of Air Quality, West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection and TransGas
Development System, LLC, Appeal No. 10-01-AQB. Virginia Air Quality Board remanded
the permit on March 28, 2011 ordering reconsideration of potential to emit calculations,
including: (1) support for assumed flare efficiency; (2) inclusion of startup, shutdown and
malfunction emissions; and (3) inclusion of wastewater treatment emissions in potential to
emit calculations.
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For plaintiffs, expert on BACT emission limits for gas-fired combined cycle power plant.
Prepared declaration in support of CBE's Opposition to the United States' Motion for Entry
of Proposed Amended Consent Decree. Assisted in settlement discussions. U.S. EPA,
Plaintiff, Communities for a Better Environment, Intervenor Plaintiff, v. Pacific Gas &
Electric Company, et al., U.S. District Court, Northern District of California, San Francisco
Division, Case No. C-09-4503 SI.
Technical expert in confidential settlement discussions with large coal-fired utility on BACT
control technology and emission limits for NOx, SO2, PM, PM2.5, and CO for new natural
gas fired combined cycle and simple cycle turbines with oil backup. (July 2010). Case
settled.
For plaintiffs, expert witness in remedy phase of civil action relating to alleged violations of
the Clean Air Act, Prevention of Significant Deterioration, for historic modifications (199899) at Gallagher Units 1 and 3. Reviewed produced documents, prepared expert and rebuttal
reports on historic and current-day BACT for SO2, control costs, and excess emissions of
SO2. Deposed 11/18/09. United States et al. v. Cinergy, et al., In U.S. District Court for the
Southern District of Indiana, Indianapolis Division, Civil Action No. IP99-1693 C-M/S.
Settled 12/22/09.
For plaintiffs, expert witness on MACT, BACT for NOx, and enforceability in an
administrative appeal of draft state air permit issued for four 300-MW pet-coke-fired CFBs.
Reviewed produced documents and prepared prefiled testimony. Deposed 10/8/09 and
11/9/09. Testified 11/10/09. Application of Las Brisas Energy Center, LLC for State Air
Quality Permit; before the State Office of Administrative Hearings, Texas. Permit remanded
3/29/10 as LBEC failed to meet burden of proof on a number of issues including MACT.
Texas Court of Appeals dismissed an appeal to reinstate the permit. The Texas Commission
on Environmental Quality and Las Brisas Energy Center, LLC sought to overturn the Court
of Appeals decision but moved to have their appeal dismissed in August 2013.
For defense, expert witness in unlawful detainer case involving a gasoline station, minimart,
and residential property with contamination from leaking underground storage tanks.
Reviewed agency files and inspected site. Presented expert testimony on July 6, 2009, on
causes of, nature and extent of subsurface contamination. A. Singh v. S. Assaedi, in Contra
Costa County Superior Court, CA. Settled August 2009.
For plaintiffs, expert witness on netting and enforceability for refinery being upgraded to
process tar sands crude. Reviewed produced documents. Prepared expert and rebuttal
reports addressing use of emission factors for baseline, omitted sources including coker,
flares, tank landings and cleaning, and enforceability. Deposed. In the Matter of Objection to
the Issuance of Significant Source Modification Permit No. 089-25484-00453 to BP
Products North America Inc., Whiting Business Unit, Save the Dunes Council, Inc., Sierra
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Club., Inc., Hoosier Environmental Council et al., Petitioners, B. P. Products North
American, Respondents/Permittee, before the Indiana Office of Environmental Adjudication.
For plaintiffs, expert witness on BACT, MACT, and enforceability in appeal of Title V
permit issued to 600 MW coal-fired power plant burning Powder River Basin coal. Prepared
technical comments on draft air permit. Reviewed record on appeal, drafted BACT, MACT,
and enforceability pre-filed testimony. Drafted MACT and enforceability pre-filed rebuttal
testimony. Deposed March 24, 2009. Testified June 10, 2009. In Re: Southwestern Electric
Power Company, Arkansas Pollution Control and Ecology Commission, Consolidated
Docket No. 08-006-P. Recommended Decision issued December 9, 2009 upholding issued
permit. Commission adopted Recommended Decision January 22, 2010.
For plaintiffs, expert witness in remedy phase of civil action relating to alleged violations of
the Clean Air Act, Prevention of Significant Deterioration, for historic modifications (19891992) at Wabash Units 2, 3 and 5. Reviewed produced documents, prepared expert and
rebuttal report on historic and current-day BACT for NOx and SO2, control costs, and excess
emissions of NOx, SO2, and mercury. Deposed 10/21/08. United States et al. v. Cinergy, et
al., In U.S. District Court for the Southern District of Indiana, Indianapolis Division, Civil
Action No. IP99-1693 C-M/S. Testified 2/3/09. Memorandum Opinion & Order 5-29-09
requiring shutdown of Wabash River Units 2, 3, 5 by September 30, 2009, run at baseline
until shutdown, and permanently surrender SO2 emission allowances.
For plaintiffs, expert witness in liability phase of civil action relating to alleged violations of
the Clean Air Act, Prevention of Significant Deterioration, for three historic modifications
(1997-2001) at two portland cement plants involving three cement kilns. Reviewed
produced documents, analyzed CEMS data covering subject period, prepared netting analysis
for NOx, SO2 and CO, and prepared expert and rebuttal reports. United States v. Cemex
California Cement, In U.S. District Court for the Central District of California, Eastern
Division, Case No. ED CV 07-00223-GW (JCRx), Settled 1/15/09.
For intervenors Clean Wisconsin and Citizens Utility Board, prepared data requests,
reviewed discovery and expert report. Prepared prefiled direct, rebuttal and surrebuttal
testimony on cost to extend life of existing Oak Creek Units 5-8 and cost to address future
regulatory requirements to determine whether to control or shutdown one or more of the
units. Oral testimony 2/5/08. Application for a Certificate of Authority to Install Wet Flue
Gas Desulfurization and Selective Catalytic Reduction Facilities and Associated Equipment
for Control of Sulfur Dioxide and Nitrogen Oxide Emissions at Oak Creek Power Plant Units
5, 6, 7 and 8, WPSC Docket No. 6630-CE-299.
For plaintiffs, expert witness on alternatives analysis and BACT for NOx, SO2, total PM10,
and sulfuric acid mist in appeal of PSD permit issued to 1200 MW coal fired power plant
burning Powder River Basin and/or Central Appalachian coal (Longleaf). Assisted in drafting
technical comments on NOx on draft permit. Prepared expert disclosure. Presented 8+ days
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of direct and rebuttal expert testimony. Attended all 21 days of evidentiary hearing from
9/5/07 – 10/30/07 assisting in all aspects of hearing. Friends of the Chatahooche and Sierra
Club v. Dr. Carol Couch, Director, Environmental Protection Division of Natural Resources
Department, Respondent, and Longleaf Energy Associates, Intervener. ALJ Final Decision
1/11/08 denying petition. ALJ Order vacated & remanded for further proceedings, Fulton
County Superior Court, 6/30/08. Court of Appeals of GA remanded the case with directions
that the ALJ's final decision be vacated to consider the evidence under the correct standard of
review, July 9, 2009. The ALJ issued an opinion April 2, 2010 in favor of the applicant.
Final permit issued April 2010.
For plaintiffs, expert witness on diesel exhaust in inverse condemnation case in which Port
expanded maritime operations into residential neighborhoods, subjecting plaintiffs to noise,
light, and diesel fumes. Measured real-time diesel particulate concentrations from marine
vessels and tug boats on plaintiffs’ property. Reviewed documents, depositions, DVDs, and
photographs provided by counsel. Deposed. Testified October 24, 2006. Ann Chargin,
Richard Hackett, Carolyn Hackett, et al. v. Stockton Port District, Superior Court of
California, County of San Joaquin, Stockton Branch, No. CV021015. Judge ruled for
plaintiffs.
For plaintiffs, expert witness on NOx emissions and BACT in case alleging failure to obtain
necessary permits and install controls on gas-fired combined-cycle turbines. Prepared and
reviewed (applicant analyses) of NOx emissions, BACT analyses (water injection, SCR, ultra
low NOx burners), and cost-effectiveness analyses based on site visit, plant operating
records, stack tests, CEMS data, and turbine and catalyst vendor design information.
Participated in negotiations to scope out consent order. United States v. Nevada Power. Case
settled June 2007, resulting in installation of dry low NOx burners (5 ppm NOx averaged
over 1 hr) on four units and a separate solar array at a local business.
For plaintiffs, expert witness in appeal of PSD permit issued to 850 MW coal fired boiler
burning Powder River Basin coal (Iatan Unit 2) on BACT for particulate matter, sulfuric acid
mist and opacity and emission calculations for alleged historic violations of PSD. Assisted in
drafting technical comments, petition for review, discovery requests, and responses to
discovery requests. Reviewed produced documents. Prepared expert report on BACT for
particulate matter. Assisted with expert depositions. Deposed February 7, 8, 27, 28, 2007. In
Re PSD Construction Permit Issued to Great Plains Energy, Kansas City Power & Light –
Iatan Generating Station, Sierra Club v. Missouri Department of Natural Resources, Great
Plains Energy, and Kansas City Power & Light. Case settled March 27, 2007, providing
offsets for over 6 million ton/yr of CO2 and lower NOx and SO2 emission limits.
For plaintiffs, expert witness in remedy phase of civil action relating to alleged violations of
the Clean Air Act, Prevention of Significant Deterioration, for historic modifications of coalfired boilers and associated equipment. Reviewed produced documents, prepared expert
report on cost to retrofit 24 coal-fired power plants with scrubbers designed to remove 99%

B11-28

Comment Letter B11

PHYLLIS FOX, PH.D., PAGE 7
of the sulfur dioxide from flue gases. Prepared supplemental and expert report on cost
estimates and BACT for SO2 for these 24 complaint units. Deposed 1/30/07 and 3/14/07.
United States and State of New York et al. v. American Electric Power, In U.S. District Court
for the Southern District of Ohio, Eastern Division, Consolidated Civil Action Nos. C2-991182 and C2-99-1250. Settlement announced 10/9/07.
For plaintiffs, expert witness on BACT, enforceability, and alternatives analysis in appeal of
PSD permit issued for a 270-MW pulverized coal fired boiler burning Powder River Basin
coal (City Utilities Springfield Unit 2). Reviewed permitting file and assisted counsel draft
petition and prepare and respond to interrogatories and document requests. Reviewed
interrogatory responses and produced documents. Assisted with expert depositions.
Deposed August 2005. Evidentiary hearings October 2005. In the Matter of Linda
Chipperfield and Sierra Club v. Missouri Department of Natural Resources. Missouri
Supreme Court denied review of adverse lower court rulings August 2007.
For plaintiffs, expert witness in civil action relating to plume touchdowns at AEP’s Gavin
coal-fired power plant. Assisted counsel draft interrogatories and document requests.
Reviewed responses to interrogatories and produced documents. Prepared expert report
“Releases of Sulfuric Acid Mist from the Gavin Power Station.” The report evaluates
sulfuric acid mist releases to determine if AEP complied with the requirements of CERCLA
Section 103(a) and EPCRA Section 304. This report also discusses the formation, chemistry,
release characteristics, and abatement of sulfuric acid mist in support of the claim that these
releases present an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health under Section
7002(a)(1)(B) of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (“RCRA”). Citizens Against
Pollution v. Ohio Power Company, In the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of
Ohio, Eastern Division, Civil Action No. 2-04-cv-371. Case settled 12-8-06.
For petitioners, expert witness in contested case hearing on BACT, enforceability, and
emission estimates for an air permit issued to a 500-MW supercritical Power River Basin
coal-fired boiler (Weston Unit 4). Assisted counsel prepare comments on draft air permit
and respond to and draft discovery. Reviewed produced file, deposed (7/05), and prepared
expert report on BACT and enforceability. Evidentiary hearings September 2005. In the
Matter of an Air Pollution Control Construction Permit Issued to Wisconsin Public Service
Corporation for the Construction and Operation of a 500 MW Pulverized Coal-fired Power
Plant Known as Weston Unit 4 in Marathon County, Wisconsin, Case No. IH-04-21. The
Final Order, issued 2/10/06, lowered the NOx BACT limit from 0.07 lb/MMBtu to 0.06
lb/MMBtu based on a 30-day average, added a BACT SO2 control efficiency, and required a
0.0005% high efficiency drift eliminator as BACT for the cooling tower. The modified
permit, including these provisions, was issued 3/28/07. Additional appeals in progress.
For plaintiffs, adviser on technical issues related to Citizen Suit against U.S. EPA regarding
failure to update New Source Performance Standards for petroleum refineries, 40 CFR 60,
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Subparts J, VV, and GGG. Our Children’s Earth Foundation and Sierra Club v. U.S. EPA et
al. Case settled July 2005. CD No. C 05-00094 CW, U.S. District Court, Northern District of
California – Oakland Division. Proposed revisions to standards of performance for
petroleum refineries published 72 FR 27178 (5/14/07).
For interveners, reviewed proposed Consent Decree settling Clean Air Act violations due to
historic modifications of boilers and associated equipment at two coal-fired power plants. In
response to stay order, reviewed the record, selected one representative activity at each of
seven generating units, and analyzed to identify CAA violations. Identified NSPS and NSR
violations for NOx, SO2, PM/PM10, and sulfuric acid mist. Summarized results in an expert
report. United States of America, and Michael A. Cox, Attorney General of the State of
Michigan, ex rel. Michigan Department of Environmental Quality, Plaintiffs, and Clean
Wisconsin, Sierra Club, and Citizens' Utility Board, Intervenors, v. Wisconsin Electric
Power Company, Defendant, U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Wisconsin, Civil
Action No. 2:03-CV-00371-CNC. Order issued 10-1-07 denying petition.
For a coalition of Nevada labor organizations (ACE), reviewed preliminary determination to
issue a Class I Air Quality Operating Permit to Construct and supporting files for a 250-MW
pulverized coal-fired boiler (Newmont). Prepared about 100 pages of technical analyses and
comments on BACT, MACT, emission calculations, and enforceability. Assisted counsel
draft petition and reply brief appealing PSD permit to U.S. EPA Environmental Appeals
Board (EAB). Order denying review issued 12/21/05. In re Newmont Nevada Energy
Investment, LLC, TS Power Plant, PSD Appeal No. 05-04 (EAB 2005).
For petitioners and plaintiffs, reviewed and prepared comments on air quality and hazardous
waste based on negative declaration for refinery ultra low sulfur diesel project located in
SCAQMD. Reviewed responses to comments and prepared responses. Prepared declaration
and presented oral testimony before SCAQMD Hearing Board on exempt sources (cooling
towers) and calculation of potential to emit under NSR. Petition for writ of mandate filed
March 2005. Case remanded by Court of Appeals to trial court to direct SCAQMD to reevaluate the potential environmental significance of NOx emissions resulting from the
project in accordance with court’s opinion. California Court of Appeals, Second Appellate
Division, on December 18, 2007, affirmed in part (as to baseline) and denied in part.
Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management District and
ConocoPhillips and Carlos Valdez et al v. South Coast Air Quality Management District and
ConocoPhillips. Certified for partial publication 1/16/08. Appellate Court opinion upheld by
CA Supreme Court 3/15/10. (2010) 48 Cal.4th 310.
For amici seeking to amend a proposed Consent Decree to settle alleged NSR violations at
Chevron refineries, reviewed proposed settlement, related files, subject modifications, and
emission calculations. Prepared declaration on emission reductions, identification of NSR
and NSPS violations, and BACT/LAER for FCCUs, heaters and boilers, flares, and sulfur
recovery plants. U.S. et al. v. Chevron U.S.A., Northern District of California, Case No. C
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03-04650. Memorandum and Order Entering Consent Decree issued June 2005. Case No. C
03-4650 CRB.
For petitioners, prepared declaration on enforceability of periodic monitoring requirements,
in response to EPA’s revised interpretation of 40 CFR 70.6(c)(1). This revision limited
additional monitoring required in Title V permits. 69 FR 3203 (Jan. 22, 2004).
Environmental Integrity Project et al. v. EPA (U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of
Columbia). Court ruled the Act requires all Title V permits to contain monitoring
requirements to assure compliance. Sierra Club v. EPA, 536 F.3d 673 (D.C. Cir. 2008).
For interveners in application for authority to construct a 500 MW supercritical coal-fired
generating unit before the Wisconsin Public Service Commission, prepared pre-filed written
direct and rebuttal testimony with oral cross examination and rebuttal on BACT and MACT
(Weston 4). Prepared written comments on BACT, MACT, and enforceability on draft air
permit for same facility.
For property owners in Nevada, evaluated the environmental impacts of a 1,450-MW coalfired power plant proposed in a rural area adjacent to the Black Rock Desert and Granite
Range, including emission calculations, air quality modeling, comments on proposed use
permit to collect preconstruction monitoring data, and coordination with agencies and other
interested parties. Project cancelled.
For environmental organizations, reviewed draft PSD permit for a 600-MW coal-fired power
plant in West Virginia (Longview). Prepared comments on permit enforceability; coal
washing; BACT for SO2 and PM10; Hg MACT; and MACT for HCl, HF, non-Hg metallic
HAPs, and enforceability. Assist plaintiffs draft petition appealing air permit. Retained as
expert to develop testimony on MACT, BACT, offsets, enforceability. Participate in
settlement discussions. Case settled July 2004.
For petitioners, reviewed record produced in discovery and prepared affidavit on emissions
of carbon monoxide and volatile organic compounds during startup of GE 7FA combustion
turbines to successfully establish plaintiff standing. Sierra Club et al. v. Georgia Power
Company (Northern District of Georgia).
For building trades, reviewed air quality permitting action for 1500-MW coal-fired power
plant before the Kentucky Department for Environmental Protection (Thoroughbred).
For petitioners, expert witness in administrative appeal of the PSD/Title V permit issued to a
1500-MW coal-fired power plant. Reviewed over 60,000 pages of produced documents,
prepared discovery index, identified and assembled plaintiff exhibits. Deposed. Assisted
counsel in drafting discovery requests, with over 30 depositions, witness cross examination,
and brief drafting. Presented over 20 days of direct testimony, rebuttal and sur-rebuttal, with
cross examination on BACT for NOx, SO2, and PM/PM10; MACT for Hg and non-Hg
metallic HAPs; emission estimates for purposes of Class I and II air modeling; risk
assessment; and enforceability of permit limits. Evidentiary hearings from November 2003 to
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June 2004. Sierra Club et al. v. Natural Resources & Environmental Protection Cabinet,
Division of Air Quality and Thoroughbred Generating Company et al. Hearing Officer
Decision issued August 9, 2005 finding in favor of plaintiffs on counts as to risk, BACT
(IGCC/CFB, NOx, SO2, Hg, Be), single source, enforceability, and errors and omissions.
Assist counsel draft exceptions. Cabinet Secretary issued Order April 11, 2006 denying
Hearing Offer’s report, except as to NOx BACT, Hg, 99% SO2 control and certain errors and
omissions.
For citizens group in Massachusetts, reviewed, commented on, and participated in permitting
of pollution control retrofits of coal-fired power plant (Salem Harbor).
Assisted citizens group and labor union challenge issuance of conditional use permit for a
317,000 ft2 discount store in Honolulu without any environmental review. In support of a motion
for preliminary injunction, prepared 7-page declaration addressing public health impacts of
diesel exhaust from vehicles serving the Project. In preparation for trial, prepared 20-page
preliminary expert report summarizing results of diesel exhaust and noise measurements at two
big box retail stores in Honolulu, estimated diesel PM10 concentrations for Project using ISCST,
prepared a cancer health risk assessment based on these analyses, and evaluated noise impacts.
Assisted environmental organizations to challenge the DOE Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONSI) for the Baja California Power and Sempra Energy Resources Cross-Border
Transmissions Lines in the U.S. and four associated power plants located in Mexico (DOE EA1391). Prepared 20-page declaration in support of motion for summary judgment addressing
emissions, including CO2 and NH3, offsets, BACT, cumulative air quality impacts, alternative
cooling systems, and water use and water quality impacts. Plaintiff’s motion for summary
judgment granted in part. U.S. District Court, Southern District decision concluded that the
Environmental Assessment and FONSI violated NEPA and the APA due to their inadequate
analysis of the potential controversy surrounding the project, water impacts, impacts from NH3
and CO2, alternatives, and cumulative impacts. Border Power Plant Working Group v.
Department of Energy and Bureau of Land Management, Case No. 02-CV-513-IEG (POR) (May
2, 2003).
For Sacramento school, reviewed draft air permit issued for diesel generator located across from
playfield. Prepared comments on emission estimates, enforceability, BACT, and health impacts
of diesel exhaust. Case settled. BUG trap installed on the diesel generator.

Assisted unions in appeal of Title V permit issued by BAAQMD to carbon plant that
manufactured coke. Reviewed District files, identified historic modifications that should
have triggered PSD review, and prepared technical comments on Title V permit. Reviewed
responses to comments and assisted counsel draft appeal to BAAQMD hearing board,
opening brief, motion to strike, and rebuttal brief. Case settled.
Assisted California Central Coast city obtain controls on a proposed new city that would
straddle the Ventura-Los Angeles County boundary. Reviewed several environmental
impact reports, prepared an air quality analysis, a diesel exhaust health risk assessment, and
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detailed review comments. Governor intervened and State dedicated the land for
conservation purposes April 2004.
Assisted Central California city to obtain controls on large alluvial sand quarry and asphalt
plant proposing a modernization. Prepared comments on Negative Declaration on air
quality, public health, noise, and traffic. Evaluated process flow diagrams and engineering
reports to determine whether proposed changes increased plant capacity or substantially
modified plant operations. Prepared comments on application for categorical exemption
from CEQA. Presented testimony to County Board of Supervisors. Developed controls to
mitigate impacts. Assisted counsel draft Petition for Writ. Case settled June 2002.
Substantial improvements in plant operations were obtained including cap on throughput,
dust control measures, asphalt plant loadout enclosure, and restrictions on truck routes.
Assisted oil companies on the California Central Coast in defending class action citizen’s
lawsuit alleging health effects due to emissions from gas processing plant and leaking
underground storage tanks. Reviewed regulatory and other files and advised counsel on
merits of case. Case settled November 2001.
Assisted oil company on the California Central Coast in defending property damage claims
arising out of a historic oil spill. Reviewed site investigation reports, pump tests, leachability
studies, and health risk assessments, participated in design of additional site characterization
studies to assess health impacts, and advised counsel on merits of case. Prepare health risk
assessment.
Assisted unions in appeal of Initial Study/Negative Declaration ("IS/ND") for an MTBE
phaseout project at a Bay Area refinery. Reviewed IS/ND and supporting agency permitting
files and prepared technical comments on air quality, groundwater, and public health
impacts. Reviewed responses to comments and final IS/ND and ATC permits and assisted
counsel to draft petitions and briefs appealing decision to Air District Hearing Board.
Presented sworn direct and rebuttal testimony with cross examination on groundwater
impacts of ethanol spills on hydrocarbon contamination at refinery. Hearing Board ruled 5 to
0 in favor of appellants, remanding ATC to district to prepare an EIR.
Assisted Florida cities in challenging the use of diesel and proposed BACT determinations in
prevention of significant deterioration (PSD) permits issued to two 510-MW simple cycle
peaking electric generating facilities and one 1,080-MW simple cycle/combined cycle
facility. Reviewed permit applications, draft permits, and FDEP engineering evaluations,
assisted counsel in drafting petitions and responding to discovery. Participated in settlement
discussions. Cases settled or applications withdrawn.
Assisted large California city in federal lawsuit alleging peaker power plant was violating its
federal permit. Reviewed permit file and applicant's engineering and cost feasibility study to
reduce emissions through retrofit controls. Advised counsel on feasible and cost-effective
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NOx, SOx, and PM10 controls for several 1960s diesel-fired Pratt and Whitney peaker
turbines. Case settled.
Assisted coalition of Georgia environmental groups in evaluating BACT determinations and
permit conditions in PSD permits issued to several large natural gas-fired simple cycle and
combined-cycle power plants. Prepared technical comments on draft PSD permits on BACT,
enforceability of limits, and toxic emissions. Reviewed responses to comments, advised
counsel on merits of cases, participated in settlement discussions, presented oral and written
testimony in adjudicatory hearings, and provided technical assistance as required. Cases
settled or won at trial.
Assisted construction unions in review of air quality permitting actions before the Indiana
Department of Environmental Management ("IDEM") for several natural gas-fired simple
cycle peaker and combined cycle power plants.
Assisted coalition of towns and environmental groups in challenging air permits issued to
523 MW dual fuel (natural gas and distillate) combined-cycle power plant in Connecticut.
Prepared technical comments on draft permits and 60 pages of written testimony addressing
emission estimates, startup/shutdown issues, BACT/LAER analyses, and toxic air emissions.
Presented testimony in adjudicatory administrative hearings before the Connecticut
Department of Environmental Protection in June 2001 and December 2001.
Assisted various coalitions of unions, citizens groups, cities, public agencies, and developers
in licensing and permitting of over 110 coal, gas, oil, biomass, and pet coke-fired power
plants generating over 75,000 MW of electricity. These included base-load, combined cycle,
simple cycle, and peaker power plants in Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, California, Colorado,
Georgia, Florida, Illinois, Indiana, Kentucky, Michigan, Missouri, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon,
Texas, West Virginia, Wisconsin, and elsewhere. Prepared analyses of and comments on
applications for certification, preliminary and final staff assessments, and various air, water,
wastewater, and solid waste permits issued by local agencies. Presented written and oral
testimony before various administrative bodies on hazards of ammonia use and
transportation, health effects of air emissions, contaminated property issues, BACT/LAER
issues related to SCR and SCONOx, criteria and toxic pollutant emission estimates, MACT
analyses, air quality modeling, water supply and water quality issues, and methods to reduce
water use, including dry cooling, parallel dry-wet cooling, hybrid cooling, and zero liquid
discharge systems.
Assisted unions, cities, and neighborhood associations in challenging an EIR issued for the
proposed expansion of the Oakland Airport. Reviewed two draft EIRs and prepared a health
risk assessment and extensive technical comments on air quality and public health impacts.
The California Court of Appeals, First Appellate District, ruled in favor of appellants and
plaintiffs, concluding that the EIR "2) erred in using outdated information in assessing the
emission of toxic air contaminants (TACs) from jet aircraft; 3) failed to support its decision
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not to evaluate the health risks associated with the emission of TACs with meaningful
analysis," thus accepting my technical arguments and requiring the Port to prepare a new
EIR. See Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Committee, City of San Leandro, and City of
Alameda et al. v. Board of Port Commissioners (August 30, 2001) 111 Cal.Rptr.2d 598.
Assisted lessor of former gas station with leaking underground storage tanks and TCE
contamination from adjacent property. Lessor held option to purchase, which was forfeited
based on misrepresentation by remediation contractor as to nature and extent of
contamination. Remediation contractor purchased property. Reviewed regulatory agency
files and advised counsel on merits of case. Case not filed.
Advised counsel on merits of several pending actions, including a Proposition 65 case
involving groundwater contamination at an explosives manufacturing firm and two former
gas stations with leaking underground storage tanks.
Assisted defendant foundry in Oakland in a lawsuit brought by neighbors alleging property
contamination, nuisance, trespass, smoke, and health effects from foundry operation.
Inspected and sampled plaintiff's property. Advised counsel on merits of case. Case settled.
Assisted business owner facing eminent domain eviction. Prepared technical comments on a
negative declaration for soil contamination and public health risks from air emissions from a
proposed redevelopment project in San Francisco in support of a CEQA lawsuit. Case
settled.
Assisted neighborhood association representing residents living downwind of a Berkeley
asphalt plant in separate nuisance and CEQA lawsuits. Prepared technical comments on air
quality, odor, and noise impacts, presented testimony at commission and council meetings,
participated in community workshops, and participated in settlement discussions. Cases
settled. Asphalt plant was upgraded to include air emission and noise controls, including
vapor collection system at truck loading station, enclosures for noisy equipment, and
improved housekeeping.
Assisted a Fortune 500 residential home builder in claims alleging health effects from faulty
installation of gas appliances. Conducted indoor air quality study, advised counsel on merits
of case, and participated in discussions with plaintiffs. Case settled.
Assisted property owners in Silicon Valley in lawsuit to recover remediation costs from
insurer for large TCE plume originating from a manufacturing facility. Conducted
investigations to demonstrate sudden and accidental release of TCE, including groundwater
modeling, development of method to date spill, preparation of chemical inventory,
investigation of historical waste disposal practices and standards, and on-site sewer and
storm drainage inspections and sampling. Prepared declaration in opposition to motion for
summary judgment. Case settled.
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Assisted residents in east Oakland downwind of a former battery plant in class action lawsuit
alleging property contamination from lead emissions. Conducted historical research and dry
deposition modeling that substantiated claim. Participated in mediation at JAMS. Case
settled.
Assisted property owners in West Oakland who purchased a former gas station that had
leaking underground storage tanks and groundwater contamination. Reviewed agency files
and advised counsel on merits of case. Prepared declaration in opposition to summary
judgment. Prepared cost estimate to remediate site. Participated in settlement discussions.
Case settled.
Consultant to counsel representing plaintiffs in two Clean Water Act lawsuits involving
selenium discharges into San Francisco Bay from refineries. Reviewed files and advised
counsel on merits of case. Prepared interrogatory and discovery questions, assisted in
deposing opposing experts, and reviewed and interpreted treatability and other technical
studies. Judge ruled in favor of plaintiffs.
Assisted oil company in a complaint filed by a resident of a small California beach
community alleging that discharges of tank farm rinse water into the sanitary sewer system
caused hydrogen sulfide gas to infiltrate residence, sending occupants to hospital. Inspected
accident site, interviewed parties to the event, and reviewed extensive agency files related to
incident. Used chemical analysis, field simulations, mass balance calculations, sewer
hydraulic simulations with SWMM44, atmospheric dispersion modeling with SCREEN3,
odor analyses, and risk assessment calculations to demonstrate that the incident was caused
by a faulty drain trap and inadequate slope of sewer lateral on resident's property. Prepared a
detailed technical report summarizing these studies. Case settled.
Assisted large West Coast city in suit alleging that leaking underground storage tanks on city
property had damaged the waterproofing on downgradient building, causing leaks in an
underground parking structure. Reviewed subsurface hydrogeologic investigations and
evaluated studies conducted by others documenting leakage from underground diesel and
gasoline tanks. Inspected, tested, and evaluated waterproofing on subsurface parking
structure. Waterproofing was substandard. Case settled.
Assisted residents downwind of gravel mine and asphalt plant in Siskiyou County,
California, in suit to obtain CEQA review of air permitting action. Prepared two declarations
analyzing air quality and public health impacts. Judge ruled in favor of plaintiffs, closing
mine and asphalt plant.
Assisted defendant oil company on the California Central Coast in class action lawsuit
alleging property damage and health effects from subsurface petroleum contamination.
Reviewed documents, prepared risk calculations, and advised counsel on merits of case.
Participated in settlement discussions. Case settled.
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Assisted defendant oil company in class action lawsuit alleging health impacts from
remediation of petroleum contaminated site on California Central Coast. Reviewed
documents, designed and conducted monitoring program, and participated in settlement
discussions. Case settled.
Consultant to attorneys representing irrigation districts and municipal water districts to
evaluate a potential challenge of USFWS actions under CVPIA section 3406(b)(2).
Reviewed agency files and collected and analyzed hydrology, water quality, and fishery data.
Advised counsel on merits of case. Case not filed.
Assisted residents downwind of a Carson refinery in class action lawsuit involving soil and
groundwater contamination, nuisance, property damage, and health effects from air
emissions. Reviewed files and provided advise on contaminated soil and groundwater, toxic
emissions, and health risks. Prepared declaration on refinery fugitive emissions. Prepared
deposition questions and reviewed deposition transcripts on air quality, soil contamination,
odors, and health impacts. Case settled.
Assisted residents downwind of a Contra Costa refinery who were affected by an accidental
release of naphtha. Characterized spilled naphtha, estimated emissions, and modeled
ambient concentrations of hydrocarbons and sulfur compounds. Deposed. Presented
testimony in binding arbitration at JAMS. Judge found in favor of plaintiffs.
Assisted residents downwind of Contra Costa County refinery in class action lawsuit alleging
property damage, nuisance, and health effects from several large accidents as well as routine
operations. Reviewed files and prepared analyses of environmental impacts. Prepared
declarations, deposed, and presented testimony before jury in one trial and judge in second.
Case settled.
Assisted business owner claiming damages from dust, noise, and vibration during a sewer
construction project in San Francisco. Reviewed agency files and PM10 monitoring data and
advised counsel on merits of case. Case settled.
Assisted residents downwind of Contra Costa County refinery in class action lawsuit alleging
property damage, nuisance, and health effects. Prepared declaration in opposition to
summary judgment, deposed, and presented expert testimony on accidental releases, odor,
and nuisance before jury. Case thrown out by judge, but reversed on appeal and not retried.
Presented testimony in small claims court on behalf of residents claiming health effects from
hydrogen sulfide from flaring emissions triggered by a power outage at a Contra Costa
County refinery. Analyzed meteorological and air quality data and evaluated potential health
risks of exposure to low concentrations of hydrogen sulfide. Judge awarded damages to
plaintiffs.
Assisted construction unions in challenging PSD permit for an Indiana steel mill. Prepared
technical comments on draft PSD permit, drafted 70-page appeal of agency permit action to
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the Environmental Appeals Board challenging permit based on faulty BACT analysis for
electric arc furnace and reheat furnace and faulty permit conditions, among others, and
drafted briefs responding to four parties. EPA Region V and the EPA General Counsel
intervened as amici, supporting petitioners. EAB ruled in favor of petitioners, remanding
permit to IDEM on three key issues, including BACT for the reheat furnace and lead
emissions from the EAF. Drafted motion to reconsider three issues. Prepared 69 pages of
technical comments on revised draft PSD permit. Drafted second EAB appeal addressing
lead emissions from the EAF and BACT for reheat furnace based on European experience
with SCR/SNCR. Case settled. Permit was substantially improved. See In re: Steel
Dynamics, Inc., PSD Appeal Nos. 99-4 & 99-5 (EAB June 22, 2000).
Assisted defendant urea manufacturer in Alaska in negotiations with USEPA to seek relief
from penalties for alleged violations of the Clean Air Act. Reviewed and evaluated
regulatory files and monitoring data, prepared technical analysis demonstrating that permit
limits were not violated, and participated in negotiations with EPA to dismiss action. Fines
were substantially reduced and case closed.
Assisted construction unions in challenging PSD permitting action for an Indiana grain mill.
Prepared technical comments on draft PSD permit and assisted counsel draft appeal of
agency permit action to the Environmental Appeals Board challenging permit based on faulty
BACT analyses for heaters and boilers and faulty permit conditions, among others. Case
settled.
As part of a consent decree settling a CEQA lawsuit, assisted neighbors of a large west coast
port in negotiations with port authority to secure mitigation for air quality impacts. Prepared
technical comments on mobile source air quality impacts and mitigation and negotiated a $9
million CEQA mitigation package. Represented neighbors on technical advisory committee
established by port to implement the air quality mitigation program. Program successfully
implemented.
Assisted construction unions in challenging permitting action for a California hazardous
waste incinerator. Prepared technical comments on draft permit, assisted counsel prepare
appeal of EPA permit to the Environmental Appeals Board. Participated in settlement
discussions on technical issues with applicant and EPA Region 9. Case settled.
Assisted environmental group in challenging DTSC Negative Declaration on a hazardous
waste treatment facility. Prepared technical comments on risk of upset, water, and health
risks. Writ of mandamus issued.
Assisted several neighborhood associations and cities impacted by quarries, asphalt plants,
and cement plants in Alameda, Shasta, Sonoma, and Mendocino counties in obtaining
mitigations for dust, air quality, public health, traffic, and noise impacts from facility
operations and proposed expansions.
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For over 100 industrial facilities, commercial/campus, and redevelopment projects,
developed the record in preparation for CEQA and NEPA lawsuits. Prepared technical
comments on hazardous materials, solid wastes, public utilities, noise, worker safety, air
quality, public health, water resources, water quality, traffic, and risk of upset sections of
EIRs, EISs, FONSIs, initial studies, and negative declarations. Assisted counsel in drafting
petitions and briefs and prepared declarations.
For several large commercial development projects and airports, assisted applicant and
counsel prepare defensible CEQA documents, respond to comments, and identify and
evaluate "all feasible" mitigation to avoid CEQA challenges. This work included developing
mitigation programs to reduce traffic-related air quality impacts based on energy
conservation programs, solar, low-emission vehicles, alternative fuels, exhaust treatments,
and transportation management associations.

SITE INVESTIGATION/REMEDIATION/CLOSURE
B11-28

Technical manager and principal engineer for characterization, remediation, and closure of
waste management units at former Colorado oil shale plant. Constituents of concern
included BTEX, As, 1,1,1-TCA, and TPH. Completed groundwater monitoring programs,
site assessments, work plans, and closure plans for seven process water holding ponds, a
refinery sewer system, and processed shale disposal area. Managed design and construction
of groundwater treatment system and removal actions and obtained clean closure.
Principal engineer for characterization, remediation, and closure of process water ponds at a
former lanthanide processing plant in Colorado. Designed and implemented groundwater
monitoring program and site assessments and prepared closure plan.
Advised the city of Sacramento on redevelopment of two former railyards. Reviewed work
plans, site investigations, risk assessment, RAPS, RI/FSs, and CEQA documents.
Participated in the development of mitigation strategies to protect construction and utility
workers and the public during remediation, redevelopment, and use of the site, including
buffer zones, subslab venting, rail berm containment structure, and an environmental
oversight plan.
Provided technical support for the investigation of a former sanitary landfill that was
redeveloped as single family homes. Reviewed and/or prepared portions of numerous
documents, including health risk assessments, preliminary endangerment assessments, site
investigation reports, work plans, and RI/FSs. Historical research to identify historic waste
disposal practices to prepare a preliminary endangerment assessment. Acquired, reviewed,
and analyzed the files of 18 federal, state, and local agencies, three sets of construction field
notes, analyzed 21 aerial photographs and interviewed 14 individuals associated with
operation of former landfill. Assisted counsel in defending lawsuit brought by residents
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alleging health impacts and diminution of property value due to residual contamination.
Prepared summary reports.
Technical oversight of characterization and remediation of a nitrate plume at an explosives
manufacturing facility in Lincoln, CA. Provided interface between owners and consultants.
Reviewed site assessments, work plans, closure plans, and RI/FSs.
Consultant to owner of large western molybdenum mine proposed for NPL listing.
Participated in negotiations to scope out consent order and develop scope of work.
Participated in studies to determine premining groundwater background to evaluate
applicability of water quality standards. Served on technical committees to develop
alternatives to mitigate impacts and close the facility, including resloping and grading,
various thickness and types of covers, and reclamation. This work included developing and
evaluating methods to control surface runoff and erosion, mitigate impacts of acid rock
drainage on surface and ground waters, and stabilize nine waste rock piles containing 328
million tons of pyrite-rich, mixed volcanic waste rock (andesites, rhyolite, tuff). Evaluated
stability of waste rock piles. Represented client in hearings and meetings with state and
federal oversight agencies.

REGULATORY (PARTIAL LIST)
In July 2013, prepared technical report on fugitive particulate matter emissions from coal
train staging at the proposed Coyote Island Terminal, Oregon, for draft Permit No. 25-0015ST-01.
In July 2013, prepared technical comments on air quality impacts of the Finger Lakes LPG
Storage Facility as reported in various Environmental Impact Statements.
In June 2013, prepared technical report on a Mitigated Negative Declaration for a new rail
terminal at the Valero Benicia Refinery to import increased amounts of "North American"
crudes in. Comments addressed air quality impacts of refining increased amounts of tar
sands crudes.
In May 2013, prepared comments on draft PSD permit for major expansion of midwest
refinery to process 100% tar sands crudes, including a complex netting analysis involving
debottlenecking and piecemealing and BACT analyses.
In April 2013, prepared technical report on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (DSEIS) for the Keystone XL Pipeline on air quality impacts from refining
increased amount of tar sands crudes at Refineries in PADD 3.
In October 2012, prepared technical report on the Environmental Review for the Coyote
Island Terminal Dock at the Port of Morrow on fugitive particulate matter emissions.
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Prepared cost analyses and comments on New York’s proposed BART determinations for
NOx, SO2, and PM and EPA’s proposed approval of BART determinations for Danskammer
Generating Station under New York Regional Haze State Implementation Plan and Federal
Implementation Plan, 77 FR 51915 (August 28, 2012).
Prepared cost analyses and comments on NOx BART determinations for Regional Haze
State Implementation Plan for State of Nevada, 77 FR 23191 (April 18, 2012) and 77 FR
25660 (May 1, 2012).
Prepared analyses of and comments on New Source Performance Standards for Greenhouse
Gas Emissions for New Stationary Sources: Electric Utility Generating Units, 77 FR 22392
(April 13, 2012).
Prepared comments on CASPR-BART emission equivalency and NOx and PM BART
determinations in EPA proposed approval of State Implementation Plan for Pennsylvania
Regional Haze Implementation Plan, 77 FR 3984 (January 26, 2012).
Prepared comments and statistical analyses on hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) emission
controls, monitoring, compliance methods, and the use of surrogates for acid gases, organic
HAPs, and metallic HAPs for proposed National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air
Pollutants from Coal- and Oil-Fired Electric Utility Steam Generating Units, 76 FR 24976
(May 3, 2011).
Prepared cost analyses and comments on NOx BART determinations and emission
reductions for proposed Federal Implementation Plan for Four Corners Power Plant, 75 FR
64221 (October 19, 2010).
Prepared cost analyses and comments on NOx BART determinations for Colstrip Units 1- 4
for Montana State Implementation Plan and Regional Haze Federal Implementation Plan, 77
FR 23988 (April 20, 2010).
For EPA Region 8, prepared report: Revised BART Cost Effectiveness Analysis for Tail-End
Selective Catalytic Reduction at the Basin Electric Power Cooperative Leland Olds Station
Unit 2 Final Report, March 2011, in support of 76 FR 58570 (Sept. 21, 2011).
For EPA Region 6, prepared report: Revised BART Cost-Effectiveness Analysis for
Selective Catalytic Reduction at the Public Service Company of New Mexico San Juan
Generating Station, November 2010, in support of 76 FR 52388 (Aug. 22, 2011).
For EPA Region 6, prepared report: Revised BART Cost-Effectiveness Analysis for Flue Gas
Desulfurization at Coal-Fired Electric Generating Units in Oklahoma: Sooner Units 1 & 2,
Muskogee Units 4 & 5, Northeastern Units 3 &4, October 2010, in support of 76 FR 16168
(March 26, 2011). My work was upheld in: State of Oklahoma v. EPA, App. Case 12-9526
(10th Cri. July 19, 2013).
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Identified errors in N2O emission factors in the Mandatory Greenhouse Gas Reporting Rule,
40 CFR 98, and prepared technical analysis to support Petition for Rulemaking to Correct
Emissions Factors in the Mandatory Greenhouse Gas Reporting Rule, filed with EPA on
10/28/10.
Assist interested parties develop input for and prepare comments on the Information
Collection Request for Petroleum Refinery Sector NSPS and NESHAP Residual Risk and
Technology Review, 75 FR 60107 (9/29/10).
Technical reviewer of EPA's "Emission Estimation Protocol for Petroleum Refineries,"
posted for public comments on CHIEF on 12/23/09, prepared in response to the City of
Houston's petition under the Data Quality Act (March 2010).
Prepared comments on SCR cost effectiveness for EPA's Advanced Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, Assessment of Anticipated Visibility Improvements at Surrounding Class I
Areas and Cost Effectiveness of Best Available Retrofit Technology for Four Corners Power
Plant and Navajo Generating Station, 74 FR 44313 (August 28, 2009).
Prepared comments on Proposed Rule for Standards of Performance for Coal Preparation and
Processing Plants, 74 FR 25304 (May 27, 2009).
Prepared comments on draft PSD permit for major expansion of midwest refinery to process
up to 100% tar sands crudes. Participated in development of monitoring and controls to
mitigate impacts and in negotiating a Consent Decree to settle claims in 2008.
Reviewed and assisted interested parties prepare comments on proposed Kentucky air toxic
regulations at 401 KAR 64:005, 64:010, 64:020, and 64:030 (June 2007).
Prepared comments on proposed Standards of Performance for Electric Utility Steam
Generating Units and Small Industrial-Commercial-Industrial Steam Generating Units, 70
FR 9706 (February 28, 2005).
Prepared comments on Louisville Air Pollution Control District proposed Strategic Toxic Air
Reduction regulations.
Prepared comments and analysis of BAAQMD Regulation, Rule 11, Flare Monitoring at
Petroleum Refineries.
Prepared comments on Proposed National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants;
and, in the Alternative, Proposed Standards of Performance for New and Existing Stationary
Sources: Electricity Utility Steam Generating Units (MACT standards for coal-fired power
plants).
Prepared Authority to Construct Permit for remediation of a large petroleum-contaminated
site on the California Central Coast. Negotiated conditions with agencies and secured
permits.
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Prepared Authority to Construct Permit for remediation of a former oil field on the California
Central Coast. Participated in negotiations with agencies and secured permits.
Prepared and/or reviewed hundreds of environmental permits, including NPDES, UIC,
Stormwater, Authority to Construct, Prevention of Significant Deterioration, Nonattainment
New Source Review, Title V, and RCRA, among others.
Participated in the development of the CARB document, Guidance for Power Plant Siting
and Best Available Control Technology, including attending public workshops and filing
technical comments.
Performed data analyses in support of adoption of emergency power restoration standards by
the California Public Utilities Commission for “major” power outages, where major is an
outage that simultaneously affects 10% of the customer base.
Drafted portions of the Good Neighbor Ordinance to grant Contra Costa County greater
authority over safety of local industry, particularly chemical plants and refineries.
Participated in drafting BAAQMD Regulation 8, Rule 28, Pressure Relief Devices,
including participation in public workshops, review of staff reports, draft rules and other
technical materials, preparation of technical comments on staff proposals, research on
availability and costs of methods to control PRV releases, and negotiations with staff.
Participated in amending BAAQMD Regulation 8, Rule 18, Valves and Connectors,
including participation in public workshops, review of staff reports, proposed rules and other
supporting technical material, preparation of technical comments on staff proposals, research
on availability and cost of low-leak technology, and negotiations with staff.
Participated in amending BAAQMD Regulation 8, Rule 25, Pumps and Compressors,
including participation in public workshops, review of staff reports, proposed rules, and other
supporting technical material, preparation of technical comments on staff proposals, research
on availability and costs of low-leak and seal-less technology, and negotiations with staff.
Participated in amending BAAQMD Regulation 8, Rule 5, Storage of Organic Liquids,
including participation in public workshops, review of staff reports, proposed rules, and other
supporting technical material, preparation of technical comments on staff proposals, research
on availability and costs of controlling tank emissions, and presentation of testimony before
the Board.
Participated in amending BAAQMD Regulation 8, Rule 18, Valves and Connectors at
Petroleum Refinery Complexes, including participation in public workshops, review of staff
reports, proposed rules and other supporting technical material, preparation of technical
comments on staff proposals, research on availability and costs of low-leak technology, and
presentation of testimony before the Board.
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Participated in amending BAAQMD Regulation 8, Rule 22, Valves and Flanges at Chemical
Plants, etc, including participation in public workshops, review of staff reports, proposed
rules, and other supporting technical material, preparation of technical comments on staff
proposals, research on availability and costs of low-leak technology, and presentation of
testimony before the Board.
Participated in amending BAAQMD Regulation 8, Rule 25, Pump and Compressor Seals,
including participation in public workshops, review of staff reports, proposed rules, and other
supporting technical material, preparation of technical comments on staff proposals, research
on availability of low-leak technology, and presentation of testimony before the Board.
Participated in the development of the BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 5, Toxics, including
participation in public workshops, review of staff proposals, and preparation of technical
comments.
Participated in the development of SCAQMD Rule 1402, Control of Toxic Air Contaminants
from Existing Sources, and proposed amendments to Rule 1401, New Source Review of
Toxic Air Contaminants, in 1993, including review of staff proposals and preparation of
technical comments on same.
Participated in the development of the Sunnyvale Ordinance to Regulate the Storage, Use
and Handling of Toxic Gas, which was designed to provide engineering controls for gases
that are not otherwise regulated by the Uniform Fire Code.
Participated in the drafting of the Statewide Water Quality Control Plans for Inland Surface
Waters and Enclosed Bays and Estuaries, including participation in workshops, review of
draft plans, preparation of technical comments on draft plans, and presentation of testimony
before the SWRCB.
Participated in developing Se permit effluent limitations for the five Bay Area refineries,
including review of staff proposals, statistical analyses of Se effluent data, review of
literature on aquatic toxicity of Se, preparation of technical comments on several staff
proposals, and presentation of testimony before the Bay Area RWQCB.
Represented the California Department of Water Resources in the 1991 Bay-Delta Hearings
before the State Water Resources Control Board, presenting sworn expert testimony with
cross examination and rebuttal on a striped bass model developed by the California
Department of Fish and Game.
Represented the State Water Contractors in the 1987 Bay-Delta Hearings before the State
Water Resources Control Board, presenting sworn expert testimony with cross examination
and rebuttal on natural flows, historical salinity trends in San Francisco Bay, Delta outflow,
and hydrodynamics of the South Bay.
Represented interveners in the licensing of over 20 natural-gas-fired power plants and one
coal gasification plant at the California Energy Commission and elsewhere. Reviewed and
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prepared technical comments on applications for certification, preliminary staff assessments,
final staff assessments, preliminary determinations of compliance, final determinations of
compliance, and prevention of significant deterioration permits in the areas of air quality,
water supply, water quality, biology, public health, worker safety, transportation, site
contamination, cooling systems, and hazardous materials. Presented written and oral
testimony in evidentiary hearings with cross examination and rebuttal. Participated in
technical workshops.
Represented several parties in the proposed merger of San Diego Gas & Electric and
Southern California Edison. Prepared independent technical analyses on health risks, air
quality, and water quality. Presented written and oral testimony before the Public Utilities
Commission administrative law judge with cross examination and rebuttal.
Represented a PRP in negotiations with local health and other agencies to establish impact of
subsurface contamination on overlying residential properties. Reviewed health studies
prepared by agency consultants and worked with agencies and their consultants to evaluate
health risks.

WATER QUALITY/RESOURCES
Directed and participated in research on environmental impacts of energy development in the
Colorado River Basin, including contamination of surface and subsurface waters and
modeling of flow and chemical transport through fractured aquifers.
Played a major role in Northern California water resource planning studies since the early
1970s. Prepared portions of the Basin Plans for the Sacramento, San Joaquin, and Delta
basins including sections on water supply, water quality, beneficial uses, waste load
allocation, and agricultural drainage. Developed water quality models for the Sacramento
and San Joaquin Rivers.
Conducted hundreds of studies over the past 40 years on Delta water supplies and the
impacts of exports from the Delta on water quality and biological resources of the Central
Valley, Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, and San Francisco Bay. Typical examples include:
1. Evaluate historical trends in salinity, temperature, and flow in San Francisco Bay
and upstream rivers to determine impacts of water exports on the estuary;
2. Evaluate the role of exports and natural factors on the food web by exploring the
relationship between salinity and primary productivity in San Francisco Bay,
upstream rivers, and ocean;
3. Evaluate the effects of exports, other in-Delta, and upstream factors on the
abundance of salmon and striped bass;
4. Review and critique agency fishery models that link water exports with the
abundance of striped bass and salmon;
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5. Develop a model based on GLMs to estimate the relative impact of exports,
water facility operating variables, tidal phase, salinity, temperature, and other
variables on the survival of salmon smolts as they migrate through the Delta;
6. Reconstruct the natural hydrology of the Central Valley using water balances,
vegetation mapping, reservoir operation models to simulate flood basins,
precipitation records, tree ring research, and historical research;
7. Evaluate the relationship between biological indicators of estuary health and
down-estuary position of a salinity surrogate (X2);
8. Use real-time fisheries monitoring data to quantify impact of exports on fish
migration;
9. Refine/develop statistical theory of autocorrelation and use to assess strength of
relationships between biological and flow variables;
10. Collect, compile, and analyze water quality and toxicity data for surface waters in
the Central Valley to assess the role of water quality in fishery declines;
11. Assess mitigation measures, including habitat restoration and changes in water
project operation, to minimize fishery impacts;
12. Evaluate the impact of unscreened agricultural water diversions on abundance of
larval fish;
13. Prepare and present testimony on the impacts of water resources development on
Bay hydrodynamics, salinity, and temperature in water rights hearings;
14. Evaluate the impact of boat wakes on shallow water habitat, including
interpretation of historical aerial photographs;
15. Evaluate the hydrodynamic and water quality impacts of converting Delta islands
into reservoirs;
16. Use a hydrodynamic model to simulate the distribution of larval fish in a tidally
influenced estuary;
17. Identify and evaluate non-export factors that may have contributed to fishery
declines, including predation, shifts in oceanic conditions, aquatic toxicity from
pesticides and mining wastes, salinity intrusion from channel dredging, loss of
riparian and marsh habitat, sedimentation from upstream land alternations, and
changes in dissolved oxygen, flow, and temperature below dams.
Developed, directed, and participated in a broad-based research program on environmental
issues and control technology for energy industries including petroleum, oil shale, coal
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mining, and coal slurry transport. Research included evaluation of air and water pollution,
development of novel, low-cost technology to treat and dispose of wastes, and development
and application of geohydrologic models to evaluate subsurface contamination from in-situ
retorting. The program consisted of government and industry contracts and employed 45
technical and administrative personnel.
Coordinated an industry task force established to investigate the occurrence, causes, and
solutions for corrosion/erosion and mechanical/engineering failures in the waterside systems
(e.g., condensers, steam generation equipment) of power plants. Corrosion/erosion failures
caused by water and steam contamination that were investigated included waterside
corrosion caused by poor microbiological treatment of cooling water, steam-side corrosion
caused by ammonia-oxygen attack of copper alloys, stress-corrosion cracking of copper
alloys in the air cooling sections of condensers, tube sheet leaks, oxygen in-leakage through
condensers, volatilization of silica in boilers and carry over and deposition on turbine blades,
and iron corrosion on boiler tube walls. Mechanical/engineering failures investigated
included: steam impingement attack on the steam side of condenser tubes, tube-to-tube-sheet
joint leakage, flow-induced vibration, structural design problems, and mechanical failures
due to stresses induced by shutdown, startup and cycling duty, among others. Worked with
electric utility plant owners/operators, condenser and boiler vendors, and architect/engineers
to collect data to document the occurrence of and causes for these problems, prepared reports
summarizing the investigations, and presented the results and participated on a committee of
industry experts tasked with identifying solutions to prevent condenser failures.
Evaluated the cost effectiveness and technical feasibility of using dry cooling and parallel
dry-wet cooling to reduce water demands of several large natural-gas fired power plants in
California and Arizona.
Designed and prepared cost estimates for several dry cooling systems (e.g., fin fan heat
exchangers) used in chemical plants and refineries.
Designed, evaluated, and costed several zero liquid discharge systems for power plants.
Evaluated the impact of agricultural and mining practices on surface water quality of Central
Valley steams. Represented municipal water agencies on several federal and state advisory
committees tasked with gathering and assessing relevant technical information, developing
work plans, and providing oversight of technical work to investigate toxicity issues in the
watershed.

AIR QUALITY/PUBLIC HEALTH
Prepared or reviewed the air quality and public health sections of hundreds of EIRs and EISs
on a wide range of industrial, commercial and residential projects.
Prepared or reviewed hundreds of NSR and PSD permits for a wide range of industrial
facilities.
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Designed, implemented, and directed a 2-year-long community air quality monitoring
program to assure that residents downwind of a petroleum-contaminated site were not
impacted during remediation of petroleum-contaminated soils. The program included realtime monitoring of particulates, diesel exhaust, and BTEX and time integrated monitoring
for over 100 chemicals.
Designed, implemented, and directed a 5-year long source, industrial hygiene, and ambient
monitoring program to characterize air emissions, employee exposure, and downwind
environmental impacts of a first-generation shale oil plant. The program included stack
monitoring of heaters, boilers, incinerators, sulfur recovery units, rock crushers, API
separator vents, and wastewater pond fugitives for arsenic, cadmium, chlorine, chromium,
mercury, 15 organic indicators (e.g., quinoline, pyrrole, benzo(a)pyrene, thiophene, benzene),
sulfur gases, hydrogen cyanide, and ammonia. In many cases, new methods had to be
developed or existing methods modified to accommodate the complex matrices of shale plant
gases.
Conducted investigations on the impact of diesel exhaust from truck traffic from a wide
range of facilities including mines, large retail centers, light industrial uses, and sports
facilities. Conducted traffic surveys, continuously monitored diesel exhaust using an
aethalometer, and prepared health risk assessments using resulting data.
Conducted indoor air quality investigations to assess exposure to natural gas leaks,
pesticides, molds and fungi, soil gas from subsurface contamination, and outgasing of
carpets, drapes, furniture and construction materials. Prepared health risk assessments using
collected data.
Prepared health risk assessments, emission inventories, air quality analyses, and assisted in
the permitting of over 70 1 to 2 MW emergency diesel generators.
Prepare over 100 health risk assessments, endangerment assessments, and other health-based
studies for a wide range of industrial facilities.
Developed methods to monitor trace elements in gas streams, including a continuous realtime monitor based on the Zeeman atomic absorption spectrometer, to continuously measure
mercury and other elements.
Performed nuisance investigations (odor, noise, dust, smoke, indoor air quality, soil
contamination) for businesses, industrial facilities, and residences located proximate to and
downwind of pollution sources.

B11-28

Comment Letter B11

PHYLLIS FOX, PH.D., PAGE 27
PUBLICATIONS AND PRESENTATIONS (Partial List - Representative
Publications)
J.P. Fox, T.P. Rose, and T.L. Sawyer, Isotope Hydrology of a Spring-fed Waterfall in Fractured
Volcanic Rock, 2007.
C.E. Lambert, E.D. Winegar, and Phyllis Fox, Ambient and Human Sources of Hydrogen
Sulfide: An Explosive Topic, Air & Waste Management Association, June 2000, Salt Lake City,
UT.
San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District and San Luis Obispo County Public
Health Department, Community Monitoring Program, February 8, 1999.
The Bay Institute, From the Sierra to the Sea. The Ecological History of the San Francisco BayDelta Watershed, 1998.
J. Phyllis Fox, Well Interference Effects of HDPP’s Proposed Wellfield in the Victor Valley
Water District, Prepared for the California Unions for Reliable Energy (CURE), October 12,
1998.
J. Phyllis Fox, Air Quality Impacts of Using CPVC Pipe in Indoor Residential Potable Water
Systems, Report Prepared for California Pipe Trades Council, California Firefighters Association,
and other trade associations, August 29, 1998.
J. Phyllis Fox and others, Authority to Construct Avila Beach Remediation Project, Prepared for
Unocal Corporation and submitted to San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District, June 1998.
J. Phyllis Fox and others, Authority to Construct Former Guadalupe Oil Field Remediation
Project, Prepared for Unocal Corporation and submitted to San Luis Obispo Air Pollution
Control District, May 1998.
J. Phyllis Fox and Robert Sears, Health Risk Assessment for the Metropolitan Oakland
International Airport Proposed Airport Development Program, Prepared for Plumbers &
Steamfitters U.A. Local 342, December 15, 1997.
Levine-Fricke-Recon (Phyllis Fox and others), Preliminary Endangerment Assessment Work
Plan for the Study Area Operable Unit, Former Solano County Sanitary Landfill, Benicia,
California, Prepared for Granite Management Co. for submittal to DTSC, September 26, 1997.
Phyllis Fox and Jeff Miller, "Fathead Minnow Mortality in the Sacramento River," IEP
Newsletter, v. 9, n. 3, 1996.
Jud Monroe, Phyllis Fox, Karen Levy, Robert Nuzum, Randy Bailey, Rod Fujita, and Charles
Hanson, Habitat Restoration in Aquatic Ecosystems. A Review of the Scientific Literature
Related to the Principles of Habitat Restoration, Part Two, Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California (MWD) Report, 1996.
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Phyllis Fox and Elaine Archibald, Aquatic Toxicity and Pesticides in Surface Waters of the
Central Valley, California Urban Water Agencies (CUWA) Report, September 1997.
Phyllis Fox and Alison Britton, Evaluation of the Relationship Between Biological Indicators
and the Position of X2, CUWA Report, 1994.
Phyllis Fox and Alison Britton, Predictive Ability of the Striped Bass Model, WRINT DWR-206,
1992.
J. Phyllis Fox, An Historical Overview of Environmental Conditions at the North Canyon Area of
the Former Solano County Sanitary Landfill, Report Prepared for Solano County Department of
Environmental Management, 1991.
J. Phyllis Fox, An Historical Overview of Environmental Conditions at the East Canyon Area of
the Former Solano County Sanitary Landfill, Report Prepared for Solano County Department of
Environmental Management, 1991.
Phyllis Fox, Trip 2 Report, Environmental Monitoring Plan, Parachute Creek Shale Oil
Program, Unocal Report, 1991.
J. P. Fox and others, "Long-Term Annual and Seasonal Trends in Surface Salinity of San
Francisco Bay," Journal of Hydrology, v. 122, p. 93-117, 1991.
J. P. Fox and others, "Reply to Discussion by D.R. Helsel and E.D. Andrews on Trends in
Freshwater Inflow to San Francisco Bay from the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta," Water
Resources Bulletin, v. 27, no. 2, 1991.
J. P. Fox and others, "Reply to Discussion by Philip B. Williams on Trends in Freshwater Inflow
to San Francisco Bay from the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta," Water Resources Bulletin, v. 27,
no. 2, 1991.
J. P. Fox and others, "Trends in Freshwater Inflow to San Francisco Bay from the SacramentoSan Joaquin Delta," Water Resources Bulletin, v. 26, no. 1, 1990.
J. P. Fox, "Water Development Increases Freshwater Flow to San Francisco Bay," SCWC
Update, v. 4, no. 2, 1988.
J. P. Fox, Freshwater Inflow to San Francisco Bay Under Natural Conditions, State Water
Contracts, Exhibit 262, 58 pp., 1987.
J. P. Fox, "The Distribution of Mercury During Simulated In-Situ Oil Shale Retorting,"
Environmental Science and Technology, v. 19, no. 4, pp. 316-322, 1985.
J. P. Fox, "El Mercurio en el Medio Ambiente: Aspectos Referentes al Peru," (Mercury in the
Environment: Factors Relevant to Peru) Proceedings of Simposio Los Pesticidas y el Medio
Ambiente," ONERN-CONCYTEC, Lima, Peru, April 25-27, 1984. (Also presented at Instituto
Tecnologico Pesquero and Instituto del Mar del Peru.)
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J. P. Fox, "Mercury, Fish, and the Peruvian Diet," Boletin de Investigacion, Instituto Tecnologico
Pesquero, Lima, Peru, v. 2, no. 1, pp. 97-116, l984.
J. P. Fox, P. Persoff, A. Newton, and R. N. Heistand, "The Mobility of Organic Compounds in a
Codisposal System," Proceedings of the Seventeenth Oil Shale Symposium, Colorado School of
Mines Press, Golden, CO, 1984.
P. Persoff and J. P. Fox, "Evaluation of Control Technology for Modified In-Situ Oil Shale
Retorts," Proceedings of the Sixteenth Oil Shale Symposium, Colorado School of Mines Press,
Golden, CO, 1983.
J. P. Fox, Leaching of Oil Shale Solid Wastes: A Critical Review, University of Colorado
Report, 245 pp., July 1983.
J. P. Fox, Source Monitoring for Unregulated Pollutants from the White River Oil Shale Project,
VTN Consolidated Report, June 1983.
A. S. Newton, J. P. Fox, H. Villarreal, R. Raval, and W. Walker II, Organic Compounds in Coal
Slurry Pipeline Waters, Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory Report LBL-15121, 46 pp., Sept. 1982.
M. Goldstein et al., High Level Nuclear Waste Standards Analysis, Regulatory Framework
Comparison, Battelle Memorial Institute Report No. BPMD/82/E515-06600/3, Sept. 1982.
J. P. Fox et al., Literature and Data Search of Water Resource Information of the Colorado,
Utah, and Wyoming Oil Shale Basins, Vols. 1-12, Bureau of Land Management, 1982.
A. T. Hodgson, M. J. Pollard, G. J. Harris, D. C. Girvin, J. P. Fox, and N. J. Brown, Mercury
Mass Distribution During Laboratory and Simulated In-Situ Retorting, Lawrence Berkeley
Laboratory Report LBL-12908, 39 pp., Feb. 1982.
E. J. Peterson, A. V. Henicksman, J. P. Fox, J. A. O'Rourke, and P. Wagner, Assessment and
Control of Water Contamination Associated with Shale Oil Extraction and Processing, Los
Alamos National Laboratory Report LA-9084-PR, 54 pp., April 1982.
P. Persoff and J. P. Fox, Control Technology for In-Situ Oil Shale Retorts, Lawrence Berkeley
Laboratory Report LBL-14468, 118 pp., Dec. 1982.
J. P. Fox, Codisposal Evaluation: Environmental Significance of Organic Compounds,
Development Engineering Report, 104 pp., April 1982.
J. P. Fox, A Proposed Strategy for Developing an Environmental Water Monitoring Plan for the
Paraho-Ute Project, VTN Consolidated Report, Sept. 1982.
J. P. Fox, D. C. Girvin, and A. T. Hodgson, "Trace Elements in Oil Shale Materials," Energy and
Environmental Chemistry, Fossil Fuels, v.1, pp. 69-101, 1982.
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M. Mehran, T. N. Narasimhan, and J. P. Fox, "Hydrogeologic Consequences of Modified In-situ
Retorting Process, Piceance Creek Basin, Colorado," Proceedings of the Fourteenth Oil Shale
Symposium, Colorado School of Mines Press, Golden, CO, 1981 (LBL-12063).
U. S. DOE (J. P. Fox and others), Western Oil Shale Development: A Technology Assessment, v.
1-9, Pacific Northwest Laboratory Report PNL-3830, 1981.
J. P. Fox (ed), "Oil Shale Research," Chapter from the Energy and Environment Division Annual
Report 1980, Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory Report LBL-11989, 82 pp., 1981 (author or coauthor of four articles in report).
J. P. Fox, The Partitioning of Major, Minor, and Trace Elements during In-Situ Oil Shale
Retorting, Ph.D. Dissertation, U. of Ca., Berkeley, also Report LBL-9062, 441 pp., 1980 (Diss.
Abst. Internat., v. 41, no. 7, 1981).
J.P. Fox, "Elemental Composition of Simulated In Situ Oil Shale Retort Water," Analysis of
Waters Associated with Alternative Fuel Production, ASTM STP 720, L.P. Jackson and C.C.
Wright, Eds., American Society for Testing and Materials, pp. 101-128, 1981.
J. P. Fox, P. Persoff, P. Wagner, and E. J. Peterson, "Retort Abandonment -- Issues and Research
Needs," in Oil Shale: the Environmental Challenges, K. K. Petersen (ed.), p. 133, 1980
(Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory Report LBL-11197).
J. P. Fox and T. E. Phillips, "Wastewater Treatment in the Oil Shale Industry," in Oil Shale: the
Environmental Challenges, K. K. Petersen (ed.), p. 253, 1980 (Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory
Report LBL-11214).
R. D. Giauque, J. P. Fox, J. W. Smith, and W. A. Robb, "Geochemical Studies of Two Cores
from the Green River Oil Shale Formation," Transactions, American Geophysical Union, v. 61,
no. 17, 1980.
J. P. Fox, "The Elemental Composition of Shale Oils," Abstracts of Papers, 179th National
Meeting, ISBN 0-8412-0542-6, Abstract No. FUEL 17, 1980.
J. P. Fox and P. Persoff, "Spent Shale Grouting of Abandoned In-Situ Oil Shale Retorts,"
Proceedings of Second U.S. DOE Environmental Control Symposium, CONF-800334/1, 1980
(Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory Report LBL-10744).
P. K. Mehta, P. Persoff, and J. P. Fox, "Hydraulic Cement Preparation from Lurgi Spent Shale,"
Proceedings of the Thirteenth Oil Shale Symposium, Colorado School of Mines Press, Golden,
CO, 1980 (Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory Report LBL-11071).
F. E. Brinckman, K. L. Jewett, R. H. Fish, and J. P. Fox, "Speciation of Inorganic and
Organoarsenic Compounds in Oil Shale Process Waters by HPLC Coupled with Graphite
Furnace Atomic Absorption (GFAA) Detectors," Abstracts of Papers, Div. of Geochemistry,
Paper No. 20, Second Chemical Congress of the North American Continent, August 25-28, 1980,
Las Vegas (1980).
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J. P. Fox, D. E. Jackson, and R. H. Sakaji, "Potential Uses of Spent Shale in the Treatment of Oil
Shale Retort Waters," Proceedings of the Thirteenth Oil Shale Symposium, Colorado School of
Mines Press, Golden, CO, 1980 (Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory Report LBL-11072).
J. P. Fox, The Elemental Composition of Shale Oils, Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory Report LBL10745, 1980.
R. H. Fish, J. P. Fox, F. E. Brinckman, and K. L. Jewett, Fingerprinting Inorganic and
Organoarsenic Compounds in Oil Shale Process Waters Using a Liquid Chromatograph
Coupled with an Atomic Absorption Detector, Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory Report LBL11476, 1980.
National Academy of Sciences (J. P. Fox and others), Surface Mining of Non-Coal Minerals,
Appendix II: Mining and Processing of Oil Shale and Tar Sands, 222 pp., 1980.
J. P. Fox, "Elemental Composition of Simulated In-Situ Oil Shale Retort Water," in Analysis of
Waters Associated with Alternative Fuel Production, ASTM STP 720, L. P. Jackson and C. C.
Wright (eds.), American Society for Testing and Materials, pp. 101-128, 1980.
R. D. Giauque, J. P. Fox, and J. W. Smith, Characterization of Two Core Holes from the Naval
Oil Shale Reserve Number 1, Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory Report LBL-10809, 176 pp.,
December 1980.
B. M. Jones, R. H. Sakaji, J. P. Fox, and C. G. Daughton, "Removal of Contaminative
Constituents from Retort Water: Difficulties with Biotreatment and Potential Applicability of
Raw and Processed Shales," EPA/DOE Oil Shale Wastewater Treatability Workshop, December
1980 (Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory Report LBL-12124).
J. P. Fox, Water-Related Impacts of In-Situ Oil Shale Processing, Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory
Report LBL-6300, 327 p., December 1980.
M. Mehran, T. N. Narasimhan, and J. P. Fox, An Investigation of Dewatering for the Modified
In-Situ Retorting Process, Piceance Creek Basin, Colorado, Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory
Report LBL-11819, 105 p., October 1980.
J. P. Fox (ed.) "Oil Shale Research," Chapter from the Energy and Environment Division Annual
Report 1979, Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory Report LBL-10486, 1980 (author or coauthor of
eight articles).
E. Ossio and J. P. Fox, Anaerobic Biological Treatment of In-Situ Oil Shale Retort Water,
Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory Report LBL-10481, March 1980.
J. P. Fox, F. H. Pearson, M. J. Kland, and P. Persoff, Hydrologic and Water Quality Effects and
Controls for Surface and Underground Coal Mining -- State of Knowledge, Issues, and Research
Needs, Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory Report LBL-11775, 1980.

B11-28

Comment Letter B11

PHYLLIS FOX, PH.D., PAGE 32
D. C. Girvin, T. Hadeishi, and J. P. Fox, "Use of Zeeman Atomic Absorption Spectroscopy for
the Measurement of Mercury in Oil Shale Offgas," Proceedings of the Oil Shale Symposium:
Sampling, Analysis and Quality Assurance, U.S. EPA Report EPA-600/9-80-022, March 1979
(Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory Report LBL-8888).
D. S. Farrier, J. P. Fox, and R. E. Poulson, "Interlaboratory, Multimethod Study of an In-Situ
Produced Oil Shale Process Water," Proceedings of the Oil Shale Symposium: Sampling,
Analysis and Quality Assurance, U.S. EPA Report EPA-600/9-80-022, March 1979 (Lawrence
Berkeley Laboratory Report LBL-9002).
J. P. Fox, J. C. Evans, J. S. Fruchter, and T. R. Wildeman, "Interlaboratory Study of Elemental
Abundances in Raw and Spent Oil Shales," Proceedings of the Oil Shale Symposium: Sampling,
Analysis and Quality Assurance, U.S. EPA Report EPA-600/9-80-022, March 1979 (Lawrence
Berkeley Laboratory Report LBL-8901).
J. P. Fox, "Retort Water Particulates," Proceedings of the Oil Shale Symposium: Sampling,
Analysis and Quality Assurance, U.S. EPA Report EPA-600/9-80-022, March 1979 (Lawrence
Berkeley Laboratory Report LBL-8829).
P. Persoff and J. P. Fox, "Control Strategies for In-Situ Oil Shale Retorts," Proceedings of the
Twelfth Oil Shale Symposium, Colorado School of Mines Press, Golden, CO, 1979 (Lawrence
Berkeley Laboratory Report LBL-9040).
J. P. Fox and D. L. Jackson, "Potential Uses of Spent Shale in the Treatment of Oil Shale Retort
Waters," Proceedings of the DOE Wastewater Workshop, Washington, D. C., June 14-15, 1979
(Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory Report LBL-9716).
J. P. Fox, K. K. Mason, and J. J. Duvall, "Partitioning of Major, Minor, and Trace Elements
during Simulated In-Situ Oil Shale Retorting," Proceedings of the Twelfth Oil Shale Symposium,
Colorado School of Mines Press, Golden, CO, 1979 (Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory Report
LBL-9030).
P. Persoff and J. P. Fox, Control Strategies for Abandoned In-Situ Oil Shale Retorts, Lawrence
Berkeley Laboratory Report LBL-8780, 106 pp., October 1979.
D. C. Girvin and J. P. Fox, On-Line Zeeman Atomic Absorption Spectroscopy for Mercury
Analysis in Oil Shale Gases, Environmental Protection Agency Report EPA-600/7-80-130, 95 p.,
August 1979 (Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory Report LBL-9702).
J. P. Fox, Water Quality Effects of Leachates from an In-Situ Oil Shale Industry, Lawrence
Berkeley Laboratory Report LBL-8997, 37 pp., April 1979.
J. P. Fox (ed.), "Oil Shale Research," Chapter from the Energy and Environment Division
Annual Report 1978, Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory Report LBL-9857 August 1979 (author or
coauthor of seven articles).
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J. P. Fox, P. Persoff, M. M. Moody, and C. J. Sisemore, "A Strategy for the Abandonment of
Modified In-Situ Oil Shale Retorts," Proceedings of the First U.S. DOE Environmental Control
Symposium, CONF-781109, 1978 (Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory Report LBL-6855).
E. Ossio, J. P. Fox, J. F. Thomas, and R. E. Poulson, "Anaerobic Fermentation of Simulated InSitu Oil Shale Retort Water," Division of Fuel Chemistry Preprints, v. 23, no. 2, p. 202-213,
1978 (Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory Report LBL-6855).
J. P. Fox, J. J. Duvall, R. D. McLaughlin, and R. E. Poulson, "Mercury Emissions from a
Simulated In-Situ Oil Shale Retort," Proceedings of the Eleventh Oil Shale Symposium,
Colorado School of Mines Press, Golden, CO, 1978 (Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory Report
LBL-7823).
J. P. Fox, R. D. McLaughlin, J. F. Thomas, and R. E. Poulson, "The Partitioning of As, Cd, Cu,
Hg, Pb, and Zn during Simulated In-Situ Oil Shale Retorting," Proceedings of the Tenth Oil
Shale Symposium, Colorado School of Mines Press, Golden, CO, 1977.
Bechtel, Inc., Treatment and Disposal of Toxic Wastes, Report Prepared for Santa Ana
Watershed Planning Agency, 1975.
Bay Valley Consultants, Water Quality Control Plan for Sacramento, Sacramento-San Joaquin
and San Joaquin Basins, Parts I and II and Appendices A-E, 750 pp., 1974.
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POST GRADUATE COURSES
(Partial)
S-Plus Data Analysis, MathSoft, 6/94.
Air Pollutant Emission Calculations, UC Berkeley Extension, 6-7/94
Assessment, Control and Remediation of LNAPL Contaminated Sites, API and USEPA, 9/94
Pesticides in the TIE Process, SETAC, 6/96
Sulfate Minerals: Geochemistry, Crystallography, and Environmental Significance,
Mineralogical Society of America/Geochemical Society, 11/00.
Design of Gas Turbine Combined Cycle and Cogeneration Systems, Thermoflow, 12/00
Air-Cooled Steam Condensers and Dry- and Hybrid-Cooling Towers, Power-Gen, 12/01
Combustion Turbine Power Augmentation with Inlet Cooling and Wet Compression,
Power-Gen , 12/01
CEQA Update, UC Berkeley Extension, 3/02
The Health Effects of Chemicals, Drugs, and Pollutants, UC Berkeley Extension, 4-5/02
Noise Exposure Assessment: Sampling Strategy and Data Acquisition, AIHA PDC 205, 6/02
Noise Exposure Measurement Instruments and Techniques, AIHA PDC 302, 6/02
Noise Control Engineering, AIHA PDC 432, 6/02
Optimizing Generation and Air Emissions, Power-Gen, 12/02
Utility Industry Issues, Power-Gen, 12/02
Multipollutant Emission Control, Coal-Gen, 8/03
Community Noise, AIHA PDC 104, 5/04
Cutting-Edge Topics in Noise and Hearing Conservation, AIHA 5/04
Selective Catalytic Reduction: From Planning to Operation, Power-Gen, 12/05
Improving the FGD Decision Process, Power-Gen, 12/05
E-Discovery, CEB, 6/06
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, FGD Project Delay Factors, 8/10/06
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, What Mercury Technologies Are Available, 9/14/06
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, SCR Catalyst Choices, 10/12/06
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, Particulate Choices for Low Sulfur Coal, 10/19/06
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, Impact of PM2.5 on Power Plant Choices, 11/2/06
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, Dry Scrubbers, 11/9/06
Cost Estimating and Tricks of the Trade – A Practical Approach, PDH P159, 11/19/06
Process Equipment Cost Estimating by Ratio & Proportion, PDH G127 11/19/06
Power Plant Air Quality Decisions, Power-Gen 11/06
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, WE Energies Hg Control Update, 1/12/07
Negotiating Permit Conditions, EEUC, 1/21/07
BACT for Utilities, EEUC, 1/21/07
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, Chinese FGD/SCR Program & Impact on World, 2/1/07
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, Mercury Control Cost & Performance, 2/15/07
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, Mercury CEMS, 4/12/07
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Coal-to-Liquids – A Timely Revival, 9th Electric Power, 4/30/07
Advances in Multi-Pollutant and CO2 Control Technologies, 9th Electric Power, 4/30/07
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, Measurement & Control of PM2.5, 5/17/07
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, Co-firing and Gasifying Biomass, 5/31/07
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, Mercury Cost and Performance, 6/14/07
Ethanol 101: Points to Consider When Building an Ethanol Plant, BBI International, 6/26/07
Low Cost Optimization of Flue Gas Desulfurization Equipment, Fluent, Inc., 7/6/07.
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, CEMS for Measurement of NH3, SO3, Low NOx, 7/12/07
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, Mercury Removal Status & Cost, 8/9/07
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, Filter Media Selection for Coal-Fired Boilers, 9/13/07
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, Catalyst Performance on NOx, SO3, Mercury, 10/11/07
PRB Coal Users Group, PRB 101, 12/4/07
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, Mercury Control Update, 10/25/07
Circulating Fluidized Bed Boilers, Their Operation, Control and Optimization, Power-Gen,
12/8/07
Renewable Energy Credits & Greenhouse Gas Offsets, Power-Gen, 12/9/07
Petroleum Engineering & Petroleum Downstream Marketing, PDH K117, 1/5/08
Estimating Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Manufacturing, PDH C191, 1/6/08
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, NOx Reagents, 1/17/08
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, Mercury Control, 1/31/08
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, Mercury Monitoring, 3/6/08
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, SCR Catalysts, 3/13/08
Argus 2008 Climate Policy Outlook, 3/26/08
Argus Pet Coke Supply and Demand 2008, 3/27/08
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, SO3 Issues and Answers, 3/27/08
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, Mercury Control, 4/24/08
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, Co-Firing Biomass, 5/1/08
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, Coal Gasification, 6/5/08
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, Spray Driers vs. CFBs, 7/3/08
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, Air Pollution Control Cost Escalation, 9/25/08
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, Greenhouse Gas Strategies for Coal Fired Power Plant Operators,
10/2/08
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, Mercury and Toxics Monitoring, 2/5/09
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, Dry Precipitator Efficiency Improvements, 2/12/09
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, Coal Selection & Impact on Emissions, 2/26/09
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, 98% Limestone Scrubber Efficiency, 7/9/09
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, Carbon Management Strategies and Technologies, 6/24/10
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, Gas Turbine O&M, 7/22/10
McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, Industrial Boiler MACT – Impact and Control Options, March 10,
2011
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McIlvaine Hot Topic Hour, Fuel Impacts on SCR Catalysts, June 30, 2011.
Interest Rates, PDH P204, 3/9/12
Mechanics Liens, PDHOnline, 2/24/13.
Understanding Concerns with Dry Sorbent Injection as a Coal Plant Pollution Control, Webinar
#874-567-839 by Cleanenergy.Org, March 4, 2013
Webinar: Coal-to-Gas Switching: What You Need to Know to Make the Investment, sponsored
by PennWell Power Engineering Magazine, March 14, 2013. Available at:
https://event.webcasts.com/viewer/event.jsp?ei=1013472.
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BEFORE THE
PIPELINE AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SAFETY ADMINISTRATION
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
_____________________________________________
Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
Hazardous Materials:
Rail Petitions and Recommendations To Improve the
Safety of Railroad Tank Car Transportation
PHMSA-2012-0082 (HM-251)
Published: 78 Fed. Reg. 54,849 (Sept. 6, 2013)
_____________________________________________
Comments of the Natural Resources Defense Council,
Sierra Club and Oil Change International on behalf of
Earthjustice
ForestEthics
Public Citizen
Friends of the Earth
Spokane Riverkeeper
Columbia Riverkeeper
Puget Soundkeeper Alliance
Friends of Grays Harbor
Natural Resources Council of Maine
Benicia Good Neighbor Steering Committee
Community In-power and Development Association
Vermont Chapter of the Sierra Club
Audubon Society of New Hampshire
Submitted December 5, 2013
_____________________________________________

I.

INTRODUCTION

These comments are submitted, in response to the above-captioned Advance Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking by the Sierra Club, Oil Change International and the Natural Resources
Defense Council on behalf of their millions of members and active supporters, and on behalf of
Earthjustice, ForestEthics, Public Citizen, Friends of the Earth, Spokane Riverkeeper, Columbia
Riverkeeper, Puget Soundkeeper Alliance, Friends of Grays Harbor, Natural Resources Council
of Maine, Benicia Good Neighbor Steering Committee, Community In-power and Development
1
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Analysis of the Potential Costs of Accidents/Spills
Related to Crude by Rail

Prepared
by
Ian Goodman
Brigid Rowan
on behalf of
Oil Change International
Before the
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration
in the Context of
Hazardous Materials: Rail Petitions and Recommendations to Improve
the Safety of Railroad Tank Car Transportation
Docket No. PHMSA-2012-0082 (HM-251)

http://www.thegoodman.com/

November 8, 2013
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1. Introduction
This analysis was prepared by The Goodman Group, Ltd. (TGG), a consulting firm
specializing in energy and regulatory economics, 1 on behalf of Oil Change International.
Any findings, conclusions or opinions are those of TGG and the authors and do not
necessarily reflect those of Oil Change International.
The costs of crude by rail (CBR) accidents/spills can be very large. This analysis
demonstrates that a major crude by rail (CBR) unit train accident/spill could cost $1
billion or more for a single event.
The following examples provide key support for our findings:
1. The explosion, fire and spill of Bakken crude from a train derailment in LacMégantic, QC (2013): The Lac-Mégantic rail accident/spill will likely have costs in
the order of $500 million to $1 billion. Costs/damages for a similar incident could
have been substantially higher had it occurred in a more populated area. LacMégantic is also relevant in that it shows how an accident involving highly
flammable light crude (such as the Bakken crude) can have devastating
consequences even in a small town in terms of loss of human life and
widespread explosion and fire damage to surrounding property.
2. The spill of tar sands dilbit2 from Enbridge’s Line 6B in Marshall, MI (2010): This
rupture had costs of about $1 billion for Enbridge. The spill volumes at Marshall
were within the range of the amount of spill possible (and, in fact, substantially
less than the maximum spill) if a crude by rail unit train released much of its
cargo. Costs/damages for similar incident could have also been substantially
higher had it occurred in a more populated area. Marshall is also relevant in

1

www.thegoodman.com This analysis was co-authored by Ian Goodman and Brigid Rowan.
Diluted bitumen. Raw bitumen (a very heavy asphalt-like crude produced from the Alberta tar sands) is
diluted for the purposes of rail and pipeline transport. Bitumen is transported in various forms, including a)
SCO (raw bitumen upgraded to light synthetic crude oil), b) raw bitumen mixed with a petroleum-based
diluent (such as naphtha or condensate) to make it less viscous, or c) raw bitumen (no diluent). SCO and
dilbit (diluted bitumen to pipeline specifications, 25–30% diluent) can be transported in standard (noncoiled and non-insulated) tank cars and pipelines. Railbit (bitumen with 15–20% diluent) and raw bitumen
can be transported in coiled and insulated tank cars (which are also sometimes used to transport dilbit).
Keystone XL Draft Supplemental EIS, p. 1.4-49. Accessed October 30, 2013.
http://keystonepipeline-xl.state.gov/documents/organization/205654.pdf

2
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showing the high potential cost of dilbit spills into water (and rail lines are often
highly proximate to water).3
The AAR petition for rulemaking states:4
AAR surveyed its members for information on derailments involving packing
group I and II materials from '2004-2008. The derailments resulted in one fatality
and eleven injuries, the release of approximately 925,000 gallons of these
hazardous materials, and cleanup costs totaling approximately $63 million.
The Village of Barrington petition for rulemaking responds:5
Furthermore, while AAR claims that derailment costs totaled approximately $64
million over the past five years, including equipment, lading, response and
environmental remediation costs," [footnote 17 in original: March 9, 2011 Petition
for Rulemaking letter to Dr. Magdy EI-Sibae from Michael Rush of the
Association of American Railroads at page 2, footnote 7.] Petitioners question the
accuracy of industry's cost-benefit claims. In reviewing the derailment cost chart
at Attachment B of AAR's petition, PHMSA should note that there is no apparent
accounting for costs associated with civil litigation in the wake of derailments.
However, in the Cherry Valley/Rockford derailment, CN paid over $36 million in
October of 2011 to settle a lawsuit brought by the family of only one victim. AAR's
chart, however, reflects costs of only $8 million for that incident. [footnote 18 in
original: At the very least, Petitioners believe it would make sense for the PHMSA
to ascertain the costs stemming from civil litigation for the entire list of
derailments incidents that the AAR provided to your office on March 9, 2011.
Even if it doesn't yet completely balance the cost-benefit equation in favor of
public safety, Petitioners would guess that the plaintiffs' bar would look forward to
securing ever higher awards for future victims of derailments based on the public
record demonstrating that industry chose to do nothing meaningful in terms of
investing in a retrofit program of tank cars that are known to be dangerous and
that are increasingly serving as a rolling pipeline for the ethanol and crude oil
industries.]
3

The discussion of the costs of the Lac-Mégantic disaster and the Marshall, MI pipeline rupture is partly
based on excerpts from a TGG report filed as written expert testimony at Canada’s National Energy
Board:
“The Relative Economic Costs and Benefits of the Line 9B Reversal and Line 9 Capacity Expansion,”
August 8, 2013, pp. 38-41. Accessed October 23, 2013.
https://www.neb-one.gc.ca/ll-eng/livelink.exe?func=ll&objId=985663&objAction=Open
4
See http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D=PHMSA-2012-0082-0005 p. 2. Accessed October
29, 2013.
5
See http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D=PHMSA-2012-0082-0006 p. 8. Accessed October
29, 2013.
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In fact, even a single accident relating to a crude by rail unit train can have dramatically
higher costs than the costs taken into account in the AAR’s cost-benefit claims. As
further explained in this briefing, this analysis will demonstrate that a major crude by rail
unit train accident/spill, involving either dilbit or a very light crude such as Bakken, could
cost $1 billion or more for a single event.
We have limited our cost analysis to environmental and socio-economic impacts that
directly affect economic activity and can be somewhat readily (albeit approximately)
quantified using market economics. These costs escalate very quickly in more densely
populated urban areas. Moreover, as we have witnessed firsthand in Quebec, in
summer 2013, unconventional crudes (such as Bakken and dilbit) have hazardous
characteristics (notably flammability), such that their unsafe transport can result in the
loss of human life. We have not attempted to assign a cost to potential effects on
human health and safety or to broader effects on ecosystems (notably residual effects).6
As noted above, two relevant examples to support our findings that a single unit-train
accident/spill could result in very large costs are the following:
1. the explosion, fire and spill of Bakken crude from a train derailment in LacMégantic, QC (2013).
2. the spill of tar sands dilbit from Enbridge’s Line 6B in Marshall, MI (2010).
For each example, TGG will provide:
1. description of the disaster;
2. the cost and sources of the cost data;
3. the relevance of the example to estimating the potential costs of CBR
accidents/spills.

6

Residual effects are those effects remaining after implementation of mitigation measures, such as
emergency response and decontamination efforts.
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2. Estimated Costs of the Crude by Rail Disaster at LacMégantic
2.1. Description of Disaster
According to the Transportation Safety Board of Canada (TSB), “[o]n July 6 2013, a unit
train carrying petroleum crude oil operated by Montreal, Maine & Atlantic Railway
(MMA) derailed numerous cars in Lac-Mégantic, Quebec, and a fire and explosions
ensued.”7
The train with five locomotives was pulling 72 DOT-111 tanker cars full of light crude oil
from the Bakken shale play in North Dakota to the Irving Oil refinery in Saint John, New
Brunswick. The train was operated by Montreal Maine & Atlantic Railway. The train
broke away and derailed, unleashing an explosive ball of burning Bakken crude, which
incinerated the downtown core of this small Quebec town. 8
Quebec’s Department of Sustainable Development, Environment and Parks reports that
this rail accident released 6.0 million litres9 of crude oil into the environment (affecting
soil, water and air).10 Among its other findings (as of October 28, 2013):
A total of 7.7 million litres11 of crude oil were on the runaway MMA train
from a total of 72 tankers, 63 spilled and 9 avoided spilling during the accident
43 million litres of oily water have been recovered from Lac-Mégantic’s city
centre (sewer system, lake, and grounds)
52,000 litres of oily water removed from the nearby Chaudière River
7

See TSB website, Railway investigation R13D0054. Accessed October 29, 2013.
http://www.bst-tsb.gc.ca/eng/enquetes-investigations/rail/2013/R13D0054/R13D0054.asp
8
“Lac-Mégantic: What we know, what we don’t,” Montreal Gazette, July 22, 2013. Accessed August 2,
2013.
http://www.montrealgazette.com/news/M%C3%A9gantic+What+know+what+know/8626661/story.html
9
Equivalent to 1.6 million gallons.
10
See Quebec Department of Sustainable Development, Environment and Parks website, Train Accident
in Lac-Mégantic (content in French: Ministère du Développement durable, de l'Environnement, de la
Faune et des Parcs (MDDEFP), Accident ferroviaire à Lac-Mégantic),.Accessed November 8, 2013
http://www.mddep.gouv.qc.ca/lac-megantic/index.htm; and specifically
Summary Table on quantities of oil estimated as of October 28, 2013 (Tableau-Synthèse: Estimation au
28 octobre 2013 des quantités de pétrole brut léger impliquées dans l’accident à Lac-Mégantic)
http://www.mddefp.gouv.qc.ca/lac-megantic/20131028-tableau-synthese-petrole.pdf
11
Equivalent to 2.0 million gallons.
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the oily water recovered has concentrations of oil ranging from 2% to 50%, and it
is not possible to determine the exact amount of oil actually recovered.
“The catastrophe killed 47 residents and levelled more than 40 buildings.” 12
According to a September 11, 2013 TSB news release, “TSB test results indicate that
the level of hazard posed by the petroleum crude oil transported in the tank cars on the
accident train was not accurately documented.” The crude was “offered for transport,
packaged, and transported as a Class 3, PG III product, which represented it as a lower
hazard, less volatile flammable liquid.”13

2.2. Costs and Sources of Cost Data
The TSB investigation into the accident is still ongoing.14 It is still too early to know the
final costs for this disaster (including decontamination, town reconstruction, economic
recovery, and compensation for victims’ families); but TGG estimates these costs to
be in the hundreds of millions (in the order of $500 million to $1 billion).
Preliminary clean-up bills for damage to the town doubled in the weeks following the
accident from $4 million to almost $8 million. The MM&A Railway stated at the end of
July that it was unable to pay clean-up costs because it was not getting funds from its
insurers. At the time, MM&A had outstanding bills for $7.8 million. MM&A also publicly
raised the concern that it could go bankrupt.15 In response, the Quebec government
ordered World Fuel Services Corp. to assist with the clean-up. World Fuel “purchased
the oil from producers in North Dakota’s Bakken region, then leased and loaded rail

12

McNish, Jacquie and Justin Giovanetti, “Oil Company Disputes Lac-Méganitc Cleanup Order,” Globe
and Mail. Accessed August 4.
http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/national/oil-company-disputes-lac-megantic-cleanuporder/article13518237/
13
“TSB calls on Canadian and U.S. regulators to ensure properties of dangerous goods are accurately
determined and documented for safe transportation,” TSB News release, September 11, 2013. Accessed
October 29, 2013.
http://www.bst-tsb.gc.ca/eng/medias-media/communiques/rail/2013/r13d0054-20130911.asp
The news release further explains that this misclassification may partly explain why the crude ignited so
quickly following the rupture.
14
See the TSB active investigation page for Lac-Mégantic:
http://www.bst-tsb.gc.ca/eng/enquetes-investigations/rail/2013/R13D0054/R13D0054.asp.
15
Blatchford, Andy, “Railway says it can’t pay for Lac-Mégantic disaster cleanup”
http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/national/mma-lays-off-nearly-one-third-of-quebec-workforceunion/article13496970/#dashboard/follows/
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cars and arranged for their transport to an Irving Oil refinery in New Brunswick.”16 World
Fuel is disputing the cleanup order.
“In the end, says one expert in civil responsibility, taxpayers could be stuck with a
bill in the hundreds of millions of dollars.
Quebec law professor Daniel Gardner says he highly doubts MM&A has enough
coverage to absorb the massive, combined financial liabilities of damages like
environmental cleanup, emergency-crew salaries and lawsuits.
In fact, he believes the Lac-Megantic derailment could have more financial
consequences than any other land disaster in North American history.
“The whole cost of this will be far closer to $1 billion than to $500 million,” said
the Universite Laval academic, adding he would be surprised if the railway had a
total of $500 million in coverage.
“What will probably happen? ...The company will go bankrupt, insurance
coverage won’t be enough.”
Gardner expects governments will wind up covering the difference. 17
On August 7, 2013, MM&A filed for bankruptcy in both Canada (Quebec) and the US
(Maine).18
“It has become apparent that the obligations of both companies now
exceed the value of their assets, including prospective insurance
recoveries,” MM&A chairman Edward Burkhardt said in a statement
Wednesday.
Filing for bankruptcy is “the best way to ensure fairness of treatment to all
in these tragic circumstances,” he said.
The decision means the company will start a judge-supervised process to
determine how much money will be paid to its various creditors. The
process, which allows the company to tackle its unmanageable debt load
and remain viable, can be lengthy and typically places secured creditors
ahead of those seeking compensation through a lawsuit.
16

See footnote 12.
See footnote 15.
18
Mackrael, Kim and Tu Thanh Ha, “MM&A files for creditor protection after Lac-Mégantic rail disaster”
Globe and Mail. Accessed August 7.
http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/national/rail-company-involved-in-megantic-disaster-files-forbankruptcy/article13644535/#dashboard/follows/
17
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MM&A’s insurance provider, XL Group, has so far declined to cover the
cleanup bills, leaving the province to step in and pay more than $8-million
to ensure the work continues.
The court documents indicate that XL has no plans to contribute to
continuing environmental recovery costs because it has decided to
prioritize claims from victims affected by the disaster. MM&A’s insurance
policy with XL covers the company for up to $25-million, according to the
court documents.
Because of the number of claims and the amounts being claimed, the
insurer “cannot provide for payment of covered environmental cleanup
costs to the detriment of the third-party claimants, especially where the
amounts of the claims exceed the limit of the coverage,” the documents
state.
Based on the information provided above, the now bankrupt MM&A has liabilities in
excess of assets, minimal insurance coverage ($25 million); and the insurer has so far
refused to pay environmental cleanup costs.
Ongoing squabbling has recently intensified between Quebec and the Canadian federal
government over who should pay for the clean-up, economic recovery and town
reconstruction. Quebec is insisting that the federal government pitch in more than the
$60M they have committed to. In the October 2013 Throne Speech, the federal
government promised to help more with decontamination and reconstruction but have
yet to commit to an exact amount.
The Quebec government has still not supplied the federal government with a cost
estimate for the cleanup and reconstruction. Federal officials refuse to commit to a fixed
amount without a final bill.19
While MM&A is bankrupt, some $25 million in derailment insurance policy is earmarked
by the US bankruptcy trustee for the victim’s families. There is a possibility that
additional compensation could be obtained for the families from a second insurance
policy or from the sale of the company’s assets, but these amounts are uncertain.20
19

The Globe and Mail, “Throne Speech to promise help with Lac-Mégantic cleanup, but not a ‘blank
cheque,’ insiders say,” October 15, 2013.
http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/politics/throne-speech-to-promise-help-with-lac-megantic-cleanupbut-not-a-blank-cheque-insiders-say/article14883079/#dashboard/follows/
20
Montreal Gazette, “Quebec rail victims could begin to see compensation in mid-2014: U.S. trustee,”
October 22, 2013.
http://www.montrealgazette.com/business/Quebec+rail+victims+could+begin+compensation+mid2014/90
66861/story.html
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Certainly, even individual victims of derailment have recently received compensation
greater than $25 million,21 therefore higher compensation, if available, would be
justifiable.
On the decontamination costs alone there are a series of estimates:
x

In late July 2013, a Quebec-based Ecotoxicologist, Emilien Pelletier, estimates
that the bill just for decontamination would be $500 million and that doesn’t
include town reconstruction.22

x

In early August 2013, MM&A was reported to have estimated the
decontamination costs at $200 million in court documents.23

x

In an October 2013 article, the Quebec government recently estimated the soil
decontamination costs alone at $150 million.24

Overall costs estimates vary from several hundred million dollars to $1 billion:
x

As indicated above, Quebec law professor, Daniel Gardner, estimated in August
that the costs would far closer to $1 billion than $500 million.25

x

In September 2013, the Toronto Star reported that cleanup costs are pegged as
high as $500 million by some estimates.26

x

On October 15, 2013, the Globe and Mail (Canada’s National paper), indicated
that “[e]xperts and government officials expect that the bill will easily reach
$200-million, and could even end up in the vicinity of $1-billion.”27

In light of the above, it would appear that the minimum decontamination costs would be
$200 million and the minimum total costs (decontamination, town reconstruction and
21

See footnote 5.
See http://www.ledevoir.com/environnement/actualites-sur-l-environnement/383941/blanchet
23
See http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/national/quebec-could-still-be-on-hook-for-cleanupbill/article13680378/#dashboard/follows/ and
http://www.thestar.com/news/canada/2013/08/09/lac_megantic_cleanup_to_stretch_into_next_year.html
24
See
http://www.thestar.com/news/canada/2013/10/03/lacmegantic_ottawa_to_pitch_in_more_money_for_clea
nup_of_train_derailment.html
25
See footnote 15.
26
See
http://www.thestar.com/news/canada/2013/09/24/lac_megantic_cleanup_quebec_asks_federal_governm
ent_to_share_bill.html#
27
See footnote 19.
22
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economic recovery, and compensation for victims’ families) would be approximately
$500 million. The total bill could escalate to $1 billion and beyond. The updated
information is consistent with TGG’s August 2013 estimate from the NEB expert report:
“It is far too early to know the final costs for this disaster but they are estimated
to be in the hundreds of millions, and possibly exceed $1 billion.” 28

2.3. Relevance of Lac-Mégantic to Estimating the Costs of CBR
Accidents/Spills
The Lac-Mégantic tragedy is directly relevant to an estimation of the costs of a major
CBR accident/spill for the following reasons:
1. It demonstrates the consequences of a CBR accident in a small town by a lake,
thus proximate to people, water and economic activity.
2. The Lac-Mégantic tragedy demonstrates the effect of a rupture of 63 tank cars on
a unit train with a total of 72 tankers, all carrying Bakken crude.
3. Bakken crude, which caused the explosion, is very light, and has hazardous
characteristics (notably flammability).
4. Rail is now transporting over 600,000 barrels per day (and over 60% of the total)
from Bakken production.29
5. More generally, the rapid expansion of CBR results from the rapid expansion in
production and transport of unconventional crudes (Bakken and other light
crudes from shale/tight oil plays and dilbit and other heavy crudes from Canadian
tar sands).30
28

See footnote 3, p. 39.
See North Dakota Pipeline Authority website. Accessed October 30, 2013.
http://northdakotapipelines.com/directors-cut/.
Monthly Updates for April 2013-October 2013 (February 2013-August 2013 data), reporting transport by
rail ranging from 600,000 to 700,000 barrel per day, comprising 61-75% of total Bakken production.
30
To date, a sizable proportion of overall recent CBR activity relates to Bakken production. The Keystone
XL Draft Supplemental EIS (KXL DSEIS) assumes that CBR could be rapidly expanded to transport
expanded Canadian tar sands production of dilbit and other heavy crudes, so as to provide a viable
alternative to expanded pipeline capacity. The KXL DSEIS analysis of tar sands CBR is flawed and
potentially misleading because it assumes that CBR can be quickly and vastly scaled up, with no
significant operating, logistical, economic or regulatory constraints. Nonetheless, some Western
Canadian production is already being transported by rail into the US (including dilbit, railbit, and raw
bitumen, from both tar sands and non-tar sands), and there is a potential for further expansion of CBR
transport of unconventional Canadian crudes.
See footnote 29; Titterton, Paul, Tank Car Update: Presentation to SWARS, February 28, 2013.
Accessed October 30, 2013.
http://www.swrailshippers.com/swars_pdfs/2013_gatx_presentation.pdf;
(footnote continued on next page)
29
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6. In addition to the devastation of the Lac-Mégantic town center, there has been
significant release of crude oil (6.0 million liters or 1.6 million gallons) into the
environment (affecting soil, water and air).31
7. There are very serious concerns about who will bear the financial responsibility
for the disaster.
Although the Lac-Mégantic accident/spill was devastating and will likely have costs in
the order of $500 million to $1 billion, it is nowhere near a worst-case scenario for a
CBR accident.
Costs/damages for a similar incident could have been substantially higher had it
occurred in a more populated area. Lac-Mégantic demonstrates how an accident
involving highly flammable light crude (such as the Bakken crude) can have devastating
consequences even in a small town in terms of loss of human life and widespread
explosion and fire damage to surrounding property. In an urban area, the effects of such
an accident could be catastrophic and costs could easily escalate to the multi-billion
dollar range.32

(footnote continued from previous page)
Keystone XL Draft Supplemental EIS, pp. 1.4-33 – 1.4-60. Accessed October 30, 2013.
http://keystonepipeline-xl.state.gov/documents/organization/205654.pdf;
Goodman, Ian and Brigid Rowan, Report evaluating the adequacy of the Keystone XL (KXL) Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) Market Analysis, April 22, 2013, pp. 33-50,
Adobe pp. 267-284
http://switchboard.nrdc.org/blogs/aswift/Comments%20of%20Sierra%20Club%2C%20et.%20al.%2C%20
on%20the%20Keystone%20XL%20DSEIS.4.22.13.pdf
31
There have been concerns that the spill affected water quality and drinking water in Lac-Mégantic and
nearby towns. Authorities continue to monitor water quality.
“Government Examining Lac-Mégantic Health Risks,” The Record, July 31, 2013. Accessed August 2,
2013.
http://www.sherbrookerecord.com/content/gov%E2%80%99t-examining-lac-megantic-health-risks;
see also footnote 10.
32
In the context of the PHMSA rulemaking and elsewhere, some may submit that the Lac-Mégantic
accident is an exceptional and possibly worst-case scenario that is unlikely to be repeated. And this
particular accident certainly has some attributes that may be atypical or even unique. That said, this
accident also occurred in a relatively small town. A similar explosion and fire in a more dense urban area
could have had even worse consequences and higher costs. In an urban area, the particular factors in
Lac-Mégantic (unattended train rolling down steep grades to crash at high speeds) may be far less likely
to occur. On the other hand, in an urban area, there are other risk factors, such as increased danger of
collisions with other trains (or other vehicles), as well as proximity to large populations and other
infrastructure.
It may also be pointed out that the Lac-Mégantic accident occurred in Canada and that the
estimated costs are in Canadian dollars. But in fact, the Lac-Mégantic accident is very relevant for the
US. First, US and Canadian dollars now have similar value, so the cost estimates for Lac-Mégantic
accident would be similar if presented in US dollars. Second, the accident occurred very close to the US
border, on a train that had originated in the US (North Dakota), traveled through numerous US states and
cities, and would have again passed through the US (Maine) on its intended routing between Quebec and
New Brunswick.
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3. Estimated Costs of Enbridge’s Line 6B Spill in Marshall, MI
3.1. Description of Disaster
According to the NTSB, following its investigation of the Enbridge Line 6B Spill
(emphasis added):33
On Sunday, July 25, 2010, at about 5:58 p.m., a 30 inch-diameter pipeline (Line
6B) owned and operated by Enbridge Incorporated ruptured and spilled crude oil
into an ecologically sensitive area near the Kalamazoo River in Marshall, Mich.,
for 17 hours until a local utility worker discovered the oil and contacted Enbridge
to report the rupture.
The NTSB found that the material failure of the pipeline was the result of multiple
small corrosion-fatigue cracks that over time grew in size and linked together,
creating a gaping breach in the pipe measuring over 80 inches long.
"This investigation identified a complete breakdown of safety at Enbridge. Their
employees performed like Keystone Kops and failed to recognize their pipeline
had ruptured and continued to pump crude into the environment," said NTSB
Chairman Deborah A.P. Hersman. "Despite multiple alarms and a loss of
pressure in the pipeline, for more than 17 hours and through three shifts they
failed to follow their own shutdown procedures."
[…]
Over 840,000 gallons of crude oil - enough to fill 120 tanker trucks - spilled into
hundreds of acres of Michigan wetlands, fouling a creek and a river. A Michigan
Department of Community Health study concluded that over 300 individuals
suffered adverse health effects related to benzene exposure, a toxic component
of crude oil.
Line 6B had been scheduled for a routine shutdown at the time of the rupture to
accommodate changing delivery schedules. Following the shutdown, operators in
the Enbridge control room in Edmonton, Alberta, received multiple alarms
indicating a problem with low pressure in the pipeline, which were dismissed as
33

NTSB Press Release, “Pipeline Rupture and Oil Spill Accident Caused by Organizational Failures and
Weak Regulations,” July 10, 2012. Accessed August 3, 2012.
http://www.ntsb.gov/news/2012/120710.html
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being caused by factors other than a rupture. "Inadequate training of control
center personnel" was cited as contributing to the accident.
The investigation found that Enbridge failed to accurately assess the structural
integrity of the pipeline, including correctly analyzing cracks that required repair.
The NTSB characterized Enbridge's control room operations, leak detection, and
environmental response as deficient, and described the event as an
"organizational accident."
Following the first alarm, Enbridge controllers restarted Line 6B twice, pumping
an additional 683,000 gallons of crude oil, or 81 percent of the total amount
spilled, through the ruptured pipeline. The NTSB determined that if Enbridge's
own procedures had been followed during the initial phases of the accident, the
magnitude of the spill would have been significantly reduced. Further, the NTSB
attributed systemic flaws in operational decision-making to a "culture of
deviance," which concluded that personnel had a developed an operating culture
in which not adhering to approved procedures and protocols was normalized.
The NTSB also cited the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety
Administration's weak regulations regarding pipeline assessment and repair
criteria as well as a cursory review of Enbridge's oil spill response plan as
contributing to the magnitude of the accident.
The investigation revealed that the cracks in Line 6B that ultimately ruptured
were detected by Enbridge in 2005 but were not repaired. A further examination
of records revealed that Enbridge's crack assessment process was inadequate,
increasing the risk of a rupture.
"This accident is a wake-up call to the industry, the regulator, and the public.
Enbridge knew for years that this section of the pipeline was vulnerable yet they
didn't act on that information," said Chairman Hersman. "Likewise, for the
regulator to delegate too much authority to the regulated to assess their own
system risks and correct them is tantamount to the fox guarding the hen house.
Regulators need regulations and practices with teeth, and the resources to
enable them to take corrective action before a spill. Not just after."
As a result of the investigation, the NTSB reiterated one recommendation to
PHMSA and issued 19 new safety recommendations to the Department of the
Transportation, PHMSA, Enbridge Incorporated, the American Petroleum
Institute, the International Association of Fire Chiefs, and the National
Emergency Number Association.
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3.2. Costs and Sources of Cost Data
As of March 31, 2013, Enbridge indicated in its First Quarter Interim Report to
Shareholders that the total clean-up for the spill is now estimated to cost approximately
$1 billion. Enbridge’s civil penalty for the spill was only $3.7 million.34 Enbridge also
points out that there is a possibility that the clean-up bill will continue to increase as the
clean-up is still ongoing.
No lives were lost, but as the NTSB citation above indicates: “over 300 individuals
suffered adverse health effects related to benzene exposure, a toxic component of
crude oil.” Furthermore, “[o]ver 840,000 gallons of crude oil - enough to fill 120 tanker
trucks - spilled into hundreds of acres of Michigan wetlands, fouling a creek and a river.”

3.3. Relevance of Marshall, MI to Estimating the Costs of CBR
Accidents/Spills
The Marshall, MI pipeline disaster is also highly relevant to an estimation of the costs of
a major CBR accident/spill for the following reasons:
1. It demonstrates the costs of a dilbit spill in an environmentally sensitive area
(with wetlands and proximity to waterways and human population) in a non-urban
area.35 Marshall, MI is not dissimilar to the many areas through which trains are
also routed (along waterways in order to minimize elevation and through
population centers throughout the US).
2. The spill volumes at Marshall were within the range of the amount of spill
possible (and, in fact, substantially less than the maximum spill) if a crude by rail
unit train released much of its cargo. 840,000 gallons (or 3.3 million liters) were
spilled at Marshall, the equivalent of the full cargo release of 27 tank cars
(carrying 31,000 gallons) or 34 tank cars (carrying 25,000 gallons).36 With
34

Enbridge First Quarter Interim Report to Shareholders for the Three Months Ended March 31, 2013,
Section 11 Contingencies, Adobe p. 67. Accessed August 3, 2013.
See http://www.enbridge.com/InvestorRelations/FinancialInformation/InvestorDocumentsandFilings.aspx
and then click on FIRST QUARTER REPORT under 2013.
35
The population of Marshall is approximately 7,000.
36
Maximum capacity per tank car typically varies between 25,000 and 31,800 gallons of crude, based on
factors including maximum weight limits, tank car design, and type of crude. Capacity will generally be
lower for heavy crudes (such as the dilbit spilled at Marshall), which weigh more per gallon than light
crudes (such as the Bakken crude spilled at Lac-Mégantic). Likewise, capacity will be lower for tank cars
(footnote continued on next page)
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transport by unit trains on the rise, and unit trains carrying up to 100+ tank cars, it
would be possible for a unit train to spill significantly higher volumes than the
840,000 gallons (or 3.3 million liters) released at Marshall. The 6.0 million liters
released at Lac-Mégantic (almost twice the amount released at Marshall) provide
support for this finding.
3. In light of recent findings regarding the Line 6B spill, the EPA has recently
expressed concerns regarding the additional impacts of tar sands crude spills
(versus conventional oil), with a particular concern about spills on waterways.37

Regarding the need for improved safety regulation for CBR, there are a number of
regulatory lessons from the Marshall, MI rupture that should be considered:
1. The NTSB investigation also clearly indicates that in the case of Enbridge, and
with respect to the regulation of pipeline operators, “trust us” isn’t good enough.
Chair Hersman has insightfully pointed out that “for the regulator to delegate too
much authority to the regulated to assess their own system risks and correct
them is tantamount to the fox guarding the hen house.”38 Chair Hersman’s words
are even more relevant for the regulation of transport of hazardous materials by
rail, which is in many ways both weaker and more fragmented than the regulation
of liquid pipelines.39
2. The NTSB investigation pointed out that the Marshall rupture was “a wake-up
call” to industry, the regulator, and the public.” Enbridge knew for years that the
(footnote continued from previous page)
which have higher tare (unloaded) weights (such as those with heater coils and insulation, which are also
sometimes used to transport dilbit).
37
Comments of EPA on the Department of State’s Keystone XL Draft Supplement Environmental Impact
Statement (DSEIS). Accessed October 30, 2013.
http://epa.gov/compliance/nepa/keystone-xl-project-epa-comment-letter-20130056.pdf
38
See footnote 33.
39
As described in various other documents in the current proceeding, there is a long history of problems
in regard to transport of hazardous materials (notably flammable liquids) by rail, with only a very slow and
partial response to tighten standards to insure public safety. See Village of Barrington, Illinois and The
Regional Answer to Canadian National (TRAC) - Petition for Rulemaking (P-1587); National
Transportation Safety Board - Accident Report - Derailment of CN Freight Train U70691-18 With
Subsequent Hazardous Materials Release and Fire Cherry Valley, Illinois June 19, 2009; and National
Transportation Safety Board - Safety Recommendation - R-12-5 through -8, R-07-4 (Reiteration)
In the case of liquid pipelines, the pipeline owner/operator is typically responsible for construction
and operation of all facilities within its transport system that are handling hazardous materials (notably
flammable liquids), including pipes, valves, and pumping stations. By contrast, in the case of rail, the
railroads provide motive power and crews to move hazardous materials (notably flammable liquids) in
tank cars which are typically owned, loaded, and unloaded by shippers and other entities besides the
railroads.
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pipeline was vulnerable; much as the rail industry knows that another CBR spill is
only a matter of time.
Although the Line 6B rupture caused widespread devastation to the Kalamazoo and
surrounding wetlands and, at $1 billion in clean-up costs, holds the record for the single
most expensive onshore spill in US history,40 it is nowhere near the worst-case scenario
for a CBR disaster. Similar to the Lac-Mégantic tragedy involving a CBR release of
Bakken, the costs/damages for a CBR dilbit spill could be substantially higher in a more
populated area, and costs could easily escalate to the multi-billion dollar range. The
clean-up of dilbit, especially in waterways is particularly problematic and expensive.
Moreover, the condensate can be highly flammable when spilled and this flammability
could have catastrophic consequences in a more densely populated area.
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See footnote 33.
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4. Conclusion
As the examples of the Lac-Mégantic CBR tragedy and the Marshall, MI pipeline rupture
have demonstrated, a major CBR unit train accidents/spill could cost $1 billion or more
for a single event.
Unit trains now transport unconventional crude, including both dilbit and Bakken,
through densely populated urban areas, and this form of transport is rapidly growing. An
accident/spill in an urban area could damage and disrupt major infrastructure, result in
serious and widespread water and soil contamination, and possibly cause loss of life.
The costs of a major unit train derailment in an urban centre could easily escalate into
the multi-billion dollar range.
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Officials Tighten Crude-Shipping Standards
By BETSY MOR R IS a n d R U SSEL L GOL D
Updated Aug. 7, 2013 10:09 p.m. ET

The Federal Railroad Administration plans to start asking shipping companies to supply testing data they use
to classify their crude-oil shipments, saying it is concerned that some shipments are being transported in
tank cars that aren't safe enough.
In a letter to American Petroleum Institute CEO Jack Gerard last week, the FRA said it is investigating
whether some crude shipments contain chemicals—possibly from the hydraulic-fracturing process used to
extract it—that make them more hazardous than their classification indicates.
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The agency told the API it also suspects that mixes of crude
and other chemicals might be the cause of an increase in
damage to tank cars caused by "severe corrosion." If shippers
can't supply their testing data, the FRA said in the letter, it will
work with the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety
Administration to test the shipments independently.

Oil containers sit at a train depot outside Williston, N.D.,
last month. Oil producers and refiners are increasingly
using rail in North Dakota and Texas, w here there
aren't enough pipelines. Getty Images

Companies routinely add highly corrosive hydrochloric acid to
fracking fluid to break down rock formations. They also add
certain chemicals to kill microorganisms and reduce friction in
oil. Frack fluids are exempt from federal disclosure laws, but
some companies voluntarily provide details, and some states
require a thorough ingredient list.

The action is the latest by the agency to toughen regulation of the transport by rail of crude oil after a runaway
train hauling 72 tank cars with crude oil derailed and exploded last month, killing 47 people and ravaging the
Quebec town of Lac-Mégantic.
The latest FRA action "looks like a shot over the bow," said Grady Cothen, a former FRA safety official who
is now a transportation-policy consultant. "They seem to be saying, 'Get your house in order or we'll do it for
you.' "
The Quebec disaster follows a number of serious accidents involving hazardous materials and tank cars in
recent years that have raised federal regulators' concern. More than 34 million barrels of crude were
delivered to U.S. refineries by train in 2012, a fivefold increase compared with a year earlier, according to the
Energy Information Administration, the statistical arm of the U.S. Energy Department. The volume is
http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB10001424127887323838204578654463632065372#printMode

1/3

1/27/2014

Officials Tighten Crude-Shipping Standards - WSJ.com

expected to increase again in 2013.
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The Canadian Transportation Safety Board said it would analyze and compare numerous fluid samples
taken from the Lac-Mégantic accident "to verify the properties of the petroleum product in these tank cars"
and to help figure out "why the oil created such a fierce fire that night." It is also analyzing metallurgical
samples, damage records and photographs to determine how well the tank cars involved in the derailment
were prepared to withstand a crash.
The company that operated that train, Montreal, Maine & Atlantic Railway Ltd., filed for bankruptcy protection
Wednesday in U.S. Bankruptcy Court in Bangor, Maine. Its Canadian counterpart filed for protection from
creditors.
The FRA moves will likely pose difficulties for some shippers. Oil producers and refiners are increasingly
using rail in Texas and North Dakota, where there aren't enough pipelines to get the crude to markets that will
command the highest price.
Prentiss Searles, marketing-issues manager for the American Petroleum Institute, said the institute was
reviewing the letter to see what, if anything, needed to be done to respond to the FRA's concerns.
"Ultimately, we're going to follow the rules and requirements that currently exist. If somebody made a mistake
and put the wrong type of crude in the wrong type of tank care, that should not happen," he said.
EOG Resources Inc., a Houston-based energy producer that
ships crude from rail yards in Texas and North Dakota, said itB11-28
was "in close communication with our railroad carriers and is
currently reviewing the topics raised by the Federal Railroad
Administration." Jeff Hume of Continental Resources Inc., an
Oklahoma City-based crude producer, said: "We meet all
[Department of Transportation] specifications. If the DOT
deems it necessary to change those specifications, we will
support what safety experts recommend."
In the detailed letter to the Petroleum Institute, Thomas J.
Herrmann, acting director of FRA's office of safety assurance
and compliance, spelled out numerous reasons for the
agency's concern. In one example, the FRA said a company
was shipping crude that should have been classified as
flammable in a tank car that hadn't been designed for that material. The agency could "only speculate as to
the number of potential crude-oil shipments that are being made in violation of Hazardous Material
Regulations," he wrote.
Shippers need to know the chemical makeup of substances they are shipping, the letter said. But FRA said
its audits indicate the oil is often classified based on outdated testing and testing that doesn't reflect all the
batches of oil from different sources and wells that are being mixed. Crude is frequently shipped in unit trains
made up of scores of tank cars, containing oil from different shippers and many wells, some of which has
been blended together.
The FRA also noted recurring problems with what it said appeared to be overloaded tank cars. Proper tankcar loading is based on a calculation that involves relative temperatures and gravity to determine the quantity
to load without overloading that will result in leaks.
http://online.wsj.com/news/articles/SB10001424127887323838204578654463632065372#printMode
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George King, an engineer and technology consultant for Apache Corp., said hydrochloric acid used in
fracking typically doesn't return to the surface. "I have never seen anything stronger than a very, very weak
vinegar come back in terms of acid," he said.
However, Mr. King said the acid won't mix with crude oil and if stored in a tanker, will settle to the bottom.
"Could it be corrosive on steel? Yes," he said.
—Daniel Gilbert contributed to this article.
Write to Betsy Morris at betsy.morris@wsj.com
Copyright 2013 Dow Jones & Company, Inc. All Rights Reserved
This copy is for your personal, non-commercial use only. Distribution and use of this material are governed by our Subscriber Agreement and by
copyright law. For non-personal use or to order multiple copies, please contact Dow Jones Reprints at 1-800-843-0008 or visit
www.djreprints.com
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I.

INTRODUCTION

The Phillips 66 San Francisco Refinery, located at Rodeo (Refinery), is proposing
to recover an additional 4,200 barrels per day (BPD) of propane and 3,800 BPD of butane
from the refinery fuel gas (RFG) (collectively known as "liquefied natural gas" or LNG)
to export for sale (Project). I was asked by Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger to review the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)1 for this Project, related files of the Bay Area
Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), and select responses to comments in the
Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR).2 Based on this review, I was asked to
evaluate the accuracy of the DEIR/FEIR Project Description and their analysis of the
Project’s air quality impacts.
My evaluation, presented below, indicates the Project would result in significant
unmitigated air quality and public health impacts. The DEIR and FEIR significantly
underestimate the amount of criteria pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions that would
be emitted by the Project. Emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and reactive organic
gases (ROG) will exceed both daily and annual CEQA significance thresholds. These
emissions plus certain hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) emissions that were not disclosed
in the DEIR will cause significant unmitigated air quality and public health impacts.
B11-28

The DEIR’s Project description is incomplete. First, it fails to disclose the
baseline crude slate, which determines the CEQA baseline emissions from all processing
units within the Refinery. Second, it fails to disclose other directly related projects at the
Phillips 66 Santa Maria Facility, which is linked by pipeline to the Rodeo Refinery.
These directly related projects result in significant cumulative impacts that were not
evaluated. Third, it fails to disclose related changes at the Rodeo Refinery itself,
including a significant drop in refinery fuel gas heat content, which requires physical
modifications to 19 process heaters. Finally, the Project description omits all of the key
chemical composition data required to assess impacts and vet the DEIR's no significant
impact conclusions.
My resume is included in Attachment 1 to these comments. I have over 40 years
of experience in the field of environmental engineering, including air emissions and air
pollution control; greenhouse gas emission inventory and control; air quality
management; water quality and water supply investigations; hazardous waste
investigations; environmental permitting; nuisance investigations (odor, noise);
environmental impact reports, including CEQA/NEPA documentation; risk assessments;
and litigation support.
I have M.S. and Ph.D. degrees in environmental engineering from the University
of California at Berkeley with minors in Hydrology and Mathematics. I am a licensed
professional engineer (chemical, environmental) in five states, including California; a
1

Contra Costa County Department of Conservation and Development, Phillips 66 Propane Recovery
Project, Draft Environmental Impact Report, June 2013 (DEIR).

2

Contra Costa County Department of Conservation and Development, Phillips 66 Propane Recovery
Project, Final Environmental Impact Report, November 2013 (FEIR).

2
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Board Certified Environmental Engineer, certified in Air Pollution Control by the
American Academy of Environmental Engineers; and a Qualified Environmental
Professional, certified by the Institute of Professional Environmental Practice.
I have prepared comments, responses to comments and sections of EIRs for both
proponents and opponents of projects on air quality, water supply, water quality,
hazardous waste, public health, risk assessment, worker health and safety, odor, risk of
upset, noise, land use and other areas for well over 100 CEQA documents. This work
includes EIRs, Negative Declarations (NDs), and Mitigated Negative Declarations
(MNDs) for all California refineries as well as various other permitting actions for tar
sands refinery upgrades in Indiana, Louisiana, Michigan, Ohio, South Dakota, Utah, and
Texas and LNG facilities in Texas, Louisiana, and New York. I was a consultant to a
former owner of the subject Refinery on CEQA and other environmental issues for over a
decade and am thus very familiar with both the Rodeo Refinery and the Santa Maria
Facility.
My work has been cited in two published CEQA opinions: (1) Berkeley Keep Jets
Over the Bay Committee v. Board of Port Commissioners (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344
and Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management Dist.
(2010) 48 Cal.4th 310.
B11-28

II.

THE PROJECT IS PIECEMEALED

The DEIR only evaluated a portion of the Project. The Project as described in the
DEIR narrowly involves modifications to the Rodeo Refinery "to recover for sale
propane and additional butane from refinery fuel gas and other process streams." DEIR,
pp. 3-2, 3-5. However, the DEIR fails to disclose changes elsewhere that are required to
produce all of the propane and butane that would be recovered.
The components of the Project evaluated in the DEIR include an LPG Recovery
Unit, Fuel Gas Hydrotreating, Propane Storage, Railcar Loading Modification, and
certain ancillary facilities. DEIR, Table 3-1 & Sec. 3.4. I reviewed the BAAQMD file
for this Project and other currently pending and related projects. Based on this review, in
my opinion, sufficient propane and butane could not be recovered from the current crude
slate to support the Project's propane/butane production goals. Changes in the amount
and type of feedstock would be required to achieve the propane and butane recovery
goals.
The Refinery currently recovers up to 9,000 BPD of butane in the summer for
sale. DEIR, p. 3-17. The Project would increase butane recovery by 3,800 BPD and
also recover 4,200 BPD of propane. The total butane and propane recovery after the
Project has been implemented would be limited by permit conditions to a maximum daily
of 14,500 BPD and 5,292,550 barrels per 12 consecutive months. 6/28/13 Response
3

3

Butane sold as LPG has the disadvantage of a fairly high boiling point and thus is not desirable as a fuel
during the winter when stored outdoors in areas that have temperatures below freezing.

3
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Letter,4 p. 5, Response to Comment #5. It is unclear whether this is 14,500 BPD in
addition to the existing 9,000 BPD or a total of 14,500 BPD, including current baseline
butane recovery.5 The DEIR, for example, clearly states that the Project would recover
3,800 BPD of "additional butane." DEIR, p. 3-23. This should have been clarified in the
FEIR, but was not. Regardless, this is a large amount butane and propane for a refinery
that processes very heavy crudes configured as shown in DEIR Figure 3-4 . Thus, other
modifications, not disclosed in the DEIR, are required to fully implement this Project.
The average feedstock to the Refinery over the period 2007 to 2011 was 116,800
BPD and ranged from 110,000 BPD to 128,000 BPD, or nearly up to its reported capacity
of 130,000 BPD. DEIR Project Description,6 Table 1. Thus, the proposed butane plus
propane recovery Project would convert about 12% of the baseline feedstock to butane
and propane, assuming a total of 14,500 BPD. If one assumes the Project would recover
14,500 BPD additional, plus the existing 9,000 BPD, 20% of the feedstock would be
converted. Further, about 16% of the product output of the Refinery, estimated as 89,400
BPD over the period 2007 to 2011 (DEIR Project Description, Table 4), would be
propane and butane.
These high percentages are not consistent with my experience, particularly for the
mainly heavy crudes and semi-refined products from heavy crudes processed at this
Refinery, which have much lower amounts of these low-boiling products.7 The DEIR
and other documents I consulted contain no information that would allow me to directly
estimate the amount of propane and butane that could be recovered from baseline
feedstock such as:


composition of the Refinery fuel gas and other gas stream from which propane
and butane would be recovered, e.g., gas chromatographic analyses;



distillation curves and composition data for the crude, semi-refined feedstock
inputs from elsewhere, and other internal streams that would routed to the subject
Project;



relative amount of crude and semi-refined feedstock;



material balance or outputs of refinery models.

These high values for propane/butane recovery suggest that the feedstock input
will be modified in conjunction with the Project. Yet the DEIR lacks the data or

4

Letter from Don Bristol, Phillips, to Brian Lusher, BAAQMD, Re: Response to Incomplete Letter 5/21/13
Application #25199, June 28, 2013 (6/28/13 Response Letter). (References are identified in footnotes and
provided on the attached DVD.)

5

The 4/30/13 Response Letter, p. 4, Response to Comment #6 states "The throughput [14,500 BPD]
includes butane that is currently being recovered as well as the butane and propane that will be recovered as
part of this project."

6

Phillips 66, Rodeo Propane Recovery Project Description, August 2012.

7

Oil Transportation Information at http://www.oil-transport.info/crudedata/crudeoildata/crudeoildata.html

4
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calculations that support the foundational assumption that 100% of the propane/butane
can be recovered from the baseline refinery fuel gas.
The FEIR asserts that "the actual amount of propane and butane currently
available for recovery (determined using measured flow data and lab analysis of propane
and butane content) is approximately 4,200 bpd of propane and 9,300 bpd of butane."
FEIR, p. 3.2-130. However, none of this data is in the record. We do not know, for
example, if the amount "currently available" is the amount being processed in the CEQA
baseline, or the amount that will be available for processing in the future, after the Project
is implemented, based on other changes at other related Phillips 66 facilities, such as at
Phillips 66's Santa Maria Facility or Ferndale Refinery.
A crude throughput expansion project, for example, was recently approved at the
Phillips 66 Santa Maria Facility, which is linked by pipeline to the Rodeo Refinery. This
project is further discussed below. In summary, the DEIR for the Santa Maria Facility (
referred to as SMF DEIR/FEIR in these Comments) clearly states that partially refined
products from this increase in crude will be sent to the Rodeo Refinery for further
processing. As explained below, these partially refined products are feedstocks to the
Propane/Butane Recovery Project. The Santa Maria crude throughput increase project is
not operational yet. Thus, there is solid evidence that there will be increases in the input
to the Propane/Butane Project from related projects elsewhere in the Phillips 66 system
that are not part of the instant CEQA baseline. Thus, the amount "currently available"
likely includes future increases in production that have not been disclosed in the
Propane/Butane Project DEIR or FEIR. Thus, cumulative impacts of these two projects
should have been evaluated and the increase in emissions from processing the increase in
semi-refined products from Santa Maria at Rodeo should have been included in the
emission calculations.
As the cited flow data and lab analysis are asserted to establish the Project
baseline and is part of the Project description (i.e., it determined the design basis of the
Project), it must be provided for public review. This is particularly critical here as the
claimed recovery of propane and butane from the baseline feedstock is very high for the
type and amount of crude that the FEIR asserts is currently refined and the existing
Refinery configuration. As noted above, other projects currently proposed by Phillips 66
could increase the recoverable propane and butane, making up the deficit.
The San Francisco Refinery (SFR) consists of two facilities linked by a 200-mile
pipeline. The Santa Maria Facility (SMF) is located in Arroyo Grande, in San Luis
Obispo County, while the Rodeo Refinery (referred to as "the Refinery" in these
Comments) is located in Rodeo in the San Francisco Bay Area. The SMF mainly
processes heavy, high sulfur crude oil and sends semi-refined liquid products, e.g., gas
oil, to the Rodeo Refinery. SMF DEIR,8 pp. ES-2, 1-1 and Table 2-3. The Refinery
DEIR does not disclose the existence of this related facility but it is acknowledged in the
FEIR. FEIR, Master Response 2.2.
8

Marine Research Specialists, Phillips 66 Santa Maria Refinery Throughput Increase Project, Final
Environmental Impact Report, October 2012 (SMF FEIR), Available at:
http://slocleanair.org/phillips66feir.

5
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The subject DEIR addresses changes at just the Rodeo Refinery to increase butane
and propane production, once the proper amount of the right feedstocks arrive. As
discussed above, the DEIR is silent on the composition and relative amounts of feedstock
(heavy crude, semi-refined products received from SMF) and the FEIR adds no
additional information. Additional feedstock containing recoverable propane and butane
is required.
Additional feedstock could be produced by proposed modifications at the Santa
Maria Facility to increase its production of semi-refined feedstock (gas oil and naphtha),
to send to the Rodeo Refinery. Phillips 66 proposed to increase the production of semirefined products at the Santa Maria Refinery specifically to send to the Rodeo Refinery.
SMF DEIR, p. ES-4. This throughput increase would necessarily be included in the
streams from which propane and butane would be recovered, as explained below.
Another related Phillips 66 project (rail spur extension required to import increased
amounts of crude to support the throughput expansion) at the Santa Maria Facility is
currently undergoing CEQA review. The SMF Rail Spur DEIR is expected to be
released soon. My commentary here is based on the Rail Spur Land Use Application.
SMF Rail Spur Land Use Ap.9 These two projects provide the missing links in the
butane/propane supply chain at the Rodeo Refinery.
B11-28

The Santa Maria throughput increase project would increase ". . .the volume of
products leaving the SMF for the Rodeo Refinery via pipeline." SMF DEIR, pp. ES-4, 225. The products are not specifically identified in this statement, but are noted elsewhere
as gas oil and naphtha. SMF FEIR, pp. 2-11, 2-17. These semi-refined products would
contain a significant amount of butane and propane10 and would be further processed at
the Rodeo Refinery to generate additional butane and propane, as explained further
below. DEIR, Figs. 3-4 and 3-6.
The SMF DEIR for the throughput increase project included a clarifying
statement as to the products that would be sent to Rodeo, which was deleted in the FEIR:
"an increased volume of products leaving the SMF for the Rodeo Refinery via pipeline
(including semi-refined crude oil or a combination of semi-refined crude oil and
previously refined gas/oil petroleum)." SMF DEIR,11 p. 2-25. This omission is material
as it indicates that more than semi-refined products from the SMR would be sent to the
Rodeo Refinery. This omission suggests crudes could also be sent to the Rodeo Refinery.
This clue, coupled with the rail spur extension project suggests that tar sands crudes,
some of which are semi-refined, could additionally be sent to the Rodeo Refinery via rail
import at Santa Maria. This issue is discussed below.
The SMF FEIR indicates the throughput of the Santa Maria Facility would
increase from the permit level of 44,500 BPD (SMF FEIR, p. ES-4) by 10% to a
9

Phillips 66 Company, Land Use Application, Santa Maria Refinery Rail Project, June 2013.

10

See, e.g., MSDS for naphtha, available at: http://www.collectioncare.org/MSDS/naphthamsds.pdf .

11

Marine Research Specialists, ConocoPhillips Santa Maria Refinery Throughput Increase Project, Public
Draft Environmental Impact Report, August 2011.
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maximum of 48,950 BPD or by 4,450 BPD. SMF FEIR, p. 1-1. However, the permit
level is not the baseline for CEQA. The actual throughput for the last three years of
available data is 40,275 BPD. Thus, the SMF throughput increase project would increase
the throughput of the SMF by 8,675 BPD. This increase would be converted into semirefined products in the SMF's distillation units and coker to yield gas oil and naptha,
which would be sent to the Rodeo Refinery, where propane and butane would be
separated, contributing to the propane/butane slated for recovery by the Rodeo Project.
This link is clearly shown in the Rodeo Refinery block flow diagrams in the
subject Rodeo Refinery DEIR. The block flow diagram for the existing Rodeo Refinery,
DEIR Figure 3-4, shows "SMGO" entering the Refinery at the U-240 Prefractionator unit
(Prefrac unit). DEIR, p. 3-12 ("Heavy gas oil (HGO) streams from Unit 200 and HGO
purchased from outside of the Refinery are fractionated in the Unit 240 prefractionator.").
SMGO is Santa Maria Gas Oil. This DEIR figure is reproduced here as Figure 1 for ease
of reference. The U-240 Prefrac unit separates Santa Maria gas oil and other gas oils into
lighter hydrocarbon fractions that are currently blended into the Refinery Fuel Gas,
shown in Figure 3-5 (see lower left hand corner, blue arrow labeled U-240/244/248 SRFG being routed to U-240 Fuel Gas Treating), but which will be further processed into
propane and butane in new units added to the Rodeo Refinery as part of the Project.
Figure 1
Overall Existing Refinery Block Flow Diagram

Under the Project, the output from the Prefrac unit is sent to the proposed "RFG
Propane Recovery Unit" instead of the Refinery Fuel Gas system. This unit is the heart of
the subject Project and is immediately adjacent to the Unit 240 Prefrac unit. DEIR, Table
7
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3-2. Propane and butane are recovered in this unit. This new propane/butane extraction
unit is shown in DEIR Figure 3-6, which is reproduced here as Figure 2 for ease of
reference.
Figure 2
Proposed Refinery Fuel Gas System Block Flow Diagram

B11-28

The RFG Propane Recovery Unit is the big yellow box in the middle of Figure 2.
Blue arrows in the lower left hand corner of Figure 2 identify the inputs to this unit,
which are various refinery streams. These streams include "U-240/244/248 S-RFG."
This designation means that Refinery Fuel Gas (RFG) from Unit U-240 is sent to the
RFG Propane Recovery Unit. (This stream was formerly sent to the U-240 Fuel Gas
Treating Unit. DEIR, Fig. 3-5.) As Santa Maria Gas Oil (SMGO) is one of the inputs to
Unit U-240, changes at the Santa Maria Facility would be transmitted directly to the
Project via the U-240 Prefrac Unit.
This establishes a direct link between this Project and modifications at the Santa
Maria Facility. This is the "nexus" to the larger project with the potential to change crude
oil feedstocks.
The increase in throughput at the Santa Maria Facility would increase the amount
of SMGO processed at Rodeo into propane and butane. The new rail spur at the Santa
Maria Facility would enable tar sands crudes to be imported to and processed at Santa
Maria and/or shipped directly to Rodeo. As discussed below, tar sands crudes imported
by rail are blended with a diluent that is rich in butane and propane. Thus, both projects
proposed for the Santa Maria Facility will have a direct impact on the amount of propane
and butane available for recovery at Rodeo, making up any deficit based on the Rodeo
baseline crude slate. The baseline crude slate and feedstocks to the propane/butane
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recovery Project are not disclosed so this link and its impact on emissions would never be
discovered and thus not mitigated.
Thus, there is both a direct pipeline link between the two facilities, an explicit
statement that the SMF throughput project was developed to send more semi-refined
product to the Rodeo Refinery, and a direct process link between those products and the
input to the propane/butane recovery Project disclosed on the process flow diagrams for
the Project. These three factors establish a nexus between the propane/butane Project and
modifications at the Santa Maria Facility. Thus, these two projects are integrally related
and should have been evaluated as a single project.
Additional propane/butane-rich feedstock could be obtained by importing certain
classes of cost-advantaged tar sands crudes. These tar sands and other cost-advantaged
crudes are cost advantaged because they are stranded, with no pipeline access and thus
must be delivered by rail.12 However, refineries are not equipped to take delivery of
large amounts of crude by rail, which requires large unit trains that require significant
infrastructure improvements.
Tar sands crudes are heavier and more viscous than the feedstock currently
processed at either Rodeo or Santa Maria. These crudes are thus commonly blended with
25% to 30% diluent to facilitate transporting them by rail or pipeline. The blended crude
is known as a "DilBit." The diluent is typically natural gas condensate, pentanes, or
naphtha.13 The diluent can be readily separated and recovered as propane/butane at
Rodeo.
Cost-advantaged crude sells at a discount relative to crude oils tied to the global
benchmark, North Sea Brent crude. Many of these cost-advantaged crudes are rich in
fractions that would increase the yield of butane and propane14 at the Rodeo Refinery.
Based on analyses by one of Phillips' competitors, Western Canadian Select (WCS) was
identified as one of the most cost-advantaged crude for direct rail import to California.15

12

Small amounts of Canadian tar sands crudes are currently arriving on the west coast by ship. However,
the pipeline capacity to transport the tar sands crude to the west coast and the rail capacity to transport it to
the west coast for subsequent water delivery is currently very limited. However, projects are underway to
alleviate these bottlenecks, including a Phillips 66 project at its Ferndale facility in Washington. The
Ferndale project would allow direct import of tar sands crude at the Rodeo Marine Terminal.
13

Gary R. Brierley, Visnja A. Gembicki, and Tim M. Cowan, Changing Refinery Configurations for
Heavy and Synthetic Crude Processing, Available at:
https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/EFiling/edockets/searchDocuments.do?method=showPoup&documentId
=%7BA07DE342-E9B1-402A-83F7-36B18DC3DD05%7D&documentTitle=5639138.
14

See, for example, Pat Swafford, Evaluating Canadian Crudes in US Gulf Coast Refineries, Crude Oil
Quality Association Meeting, February 11, 2010, Available at: http://www.coqainc.org/20100211_Swafford_Crude_Evaluations.pdf.
15

Valero, UBS Global Oil and Gas Conference, May 21-22, 2013, p. 10, Available at:
http://www.valero.com/InvestorRelations/Pages/EventsPresentations.aspx. provided as Appendix D to
TGG Comments.
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Western Canadian Select is a tar sands DilBit that contains 2% butane and 4.3%
pentane.16
Cost-advantaged crudes could reach Rodeo by rail starting at the Phillips 66
Ferndale Marine Terminal and then barged down the Pacific coast to the Phillips 66
Rodeo Marine Terminal; by rail to Santa Maria and then by pipeline to Rodeo; or by rail
or barge to the nearby Pittsburg terminal.17 However, the Phillips 66 refineries are not
equipped to accept large volumes of crude by rail. Thus, Phillips 66 is currently
permitting projects to achieve both of these goals.18
An expansion of the Phillips 66 Marine Terminal at Rodeo was recently permitted
to allow an increase of crude oil imported by ship by 20,500 BBP, from 30,682 BPD at
present to 51,182 BPD.19 Phillips 66 was recently issued a permit to construct a new
crude rail unloading facility at its Ferndale Refinery in Washington to increase rail
shipments of cheap Canadian tar sands crudes. This rail terminal would allow it to
import tar sands crude by rail and barge them down the Pacific coast to Rodeo.20 21
The Phillips 66 rail spur extension project at the Santa Maria Facility would allow
the import of a "full range of competitively priced crude oil." Rail Spur Land Use Ap.,
Appx. A, pdf 18. Phillips has admitted that these "competitively priced crude oils"
include Canadian tar sands crudes. These crudes would be processed at the Santa Maria
Facility, which sends its semi-refined products to Rodeo. The SMF is permitted to
process up to 49,950 BPD of crude. SMF FEIR, p. 1-1. The rail spur project would
allow the import of 37,000 BPD of "competitively priced crude oils", or 74% of its

16

Crude Monitor, Western Canadian Select, Available at:
http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=WCS.
17

Phillips 66 Delivers on Advantaged Crude Strategy, Available at:
http://www.phillips66.com/EN/newsroom/feature-stories/Pages/AdvantagedCrude.aspx.
18

Phillips 66 Delivers on Advantaged Crude Strategy, Available at:
http://www.phillips66.com/EN/newsroom/feature-stories/Pages/AdvantagedCrude.aspx.
19

Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Initial Study, Marine Terminal Offload Limit
Revision Project, Phillips 66 Refinery, Rodeo, California, BAAQMD Permit Applications 22904,
December 2012.
20

Northwest Clean Air Agency, Order of Approval to Construct (OAC) 1152, Crude Unloading Facility,
Phillips 66 Ferndale Refinery, June 7, 2013. See also: Thomson Reuters: "Phillips 66 Seeks Permit for
Facility to Receive Crude by Rail", April 3, 2013, Available at: http://www.4-traders.com/PHILLIPS-6610447684/news/Phillips-66-seeks-permit-for-facility-to-receive-crude-by-rail-16604359/.
21

In addition, crude oil will either be received by or delivered to a new facility located in
Pittsburg, California. The proposed WesPac Energy–Pittsburg Terminal (Terminal) would be designed to
receive crude oil and partially refined crude oil from trains, marine vessels, and pipelines, store oil in
existing or new storage tanks, and then transfer oil to nearby refineries, including Rodeo. WesPac RDEIR,
p. 2.0-1. All products handled at the facility would be transported by rail, ship, barge, or pipeline. Id. The
Terminal would operate with an average throughput of 242,000 barrels (BBLs)1 of crude oil or partially
refined crude oil per day, and would have a maximum capacity throughput of 375,000 BBLs per day. Id., p.
2.0-2. The total annual throughput for the entire Terminal would be approximately 88,300,000 BBLs of
crude oil and/or partially refined crude oil per year. Id.
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throughput. Rail Project IS,22 pp. 15, 22. This means that one of the feedstocks for the
propane/butane recovery Project would be significantly modified by the Santa Maria rail
spur project to include tar sands crude, which would include propane/butane rich DilBits.
While the DEIR did not acknowledge the relationship between the subject Project
and the rail spur extension project, the FEIR does mention the existence of the rail spur
extension project at Santa Maria, but claims, with no support, that the crudes imported
would be only from "domestic sources available in the marketplace." FEIR, p. 2-4. This
contradicts the rail spur project description, which describes the project as allowing the
import of a "full range of competitively priced crude oil," not just "domestic" sources. I
am not aware of anything in the record for the Santa Maria rail spur extension project that
would limit imported crude to just "domestic" sources. This contradicts not only the
record in that case, but also public statements to the contrary by Phillips 66. Further, the
FEIR does not evaluate the rail spur's environmental impacts at Rodeo, which are
potentially significant, as discussed below and in Attachment 2 (my comments on
Valero).
In a September 2013 presentation, Greg Garland, Chairman and CEO of Phillips
66, stated Phillips 66 plans to import "cost advantaged" crude from Canada to its
refineries in California as illustrated in Figure 3. Garland stated: "Our real challenge that
we have or opportunity that we have is to get advantaged crudes to the East Coast and
West Coast. So we're working that in terms of moving Canadian crudes down into
California or building rail facilities. We're looking at rail to barge to ship, down to the
West Coast refineries...."23
In a May 2013 presentation, Phillips EVP Tim Taylor stated in response to a
question on bringing heavy Canadian crude oil into California that "Today, we are doing
some barge movements down the coast into California on heavy Canadian. You can look
in the Northwest to do that. So that's an option that we're going to continue to use and
we're looking at expanding that opportunity with some of the logistics things we're
putting in place. We're also continuing to move crude by rail in smaller amounts into
California and looking at projects really to increase that as well.”24

22

Arcadis, Applicant's Reference CEQA IS, Santa Maria Refinery Rail Project, June 2013 (Rail Project
IS").
23

September 12, 2013 Transcript, pdf 7: Available at:
http://www.phillips66.com/EN/investor/presentations_ccalls/Documents/Barclays_091213_Final.pdf
24

May 1, 2013 Transcript, pdf 13, Available at:
http://www.phillips66.com/EN/investor/presentations_ccalls/Documents/PSX-Transcript-2013-05-01.pdf
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Figure 325
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III.

THE PROJECT DESCRIPTION IS INCOMPLETE

The information included in the DEIR is not adequate to identify and assess all of
the impacts of the Project. There are two major classes of omissions.
First, the DEIR did not disclose that the Project would occur at a refinery that is
linked by pipeline to a separate facility, the Santa Maria Facility, that will supply part of
the feedstock proposed to be recovered as propane/butane. The FEIR acknowledges this
link in response to comments. FEIR, Master Response 2.2, However, the FEIR
continues to ignore the environmental impacts resulting from the link between
modifications currently under way or proposed at the Santa Maria Facility and this
Project. The link is established above in Comment II.
The failure to disclose this link, via Santa Maria gas oil which is converted into
propane and butane at Rodeo by the Project, is a serious omission. The changes proposed
and underway at the Santa Maria Facility will increase both the amount and composition
of the feedstocks recovered as propane and butane at the Rodeo Refinery. These changes
in feedstock amount and composition would result in significant air quality and public
health impacts at Rodeo.
The FEIR asserts that "a company's purchase of raw materials is a business
activity and not a CEQA project or action that would require a discretionary permit or
approval by the County." FEIR, p. 3.2-118. This is incorrect. The chemical composition
of the raw materials that are processed by a refinery directly affect the amount and
25

Greg Garlands, Phillips 66, Barclays Conference, pdf 24, Available at:
http://www.phillips66.com/EN/investor/presentations_ccalls/Documents/barclays2013_finalv2.pdf.
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composition of emissions from that refinery. The amount and composition of sulfur in
the crude slate, for example, ultimately determines the amount of SO2 that will be
emitted from every fired source in the refinery and the amount of odiferous hydrogen
sulfide and mercaptans that will be emitted from tanks, pumps, valves, and fittings. The
composition of the crude slate establishes the CEQA baseline against which impacts must
be measured.
In particular, the feedstocks that could arrive at the Rodeo Refinery for recovery
as propane and butane may include tar sands crudes blended with diluents or "DilBits."
These DilBits contain significant amounts of hazardous air pollutants, such as benzene, a
potent carcinogen. These would be emitted at many fugitive components in the Refinery,
including compressors, pumps, valves, fittings, and tanks, in greater amounts than from
baseline feedstock.
These increased emissions would result in significant public health and air quality
impacts not addressed in the DEIR nor the FEIR. These include significant increases in
volatile organic compounds (VOCs) emissions not otherwise included in the emission
estimates; hazardous air pollutants, including benzene, which could cause significant
health impacts; and highly odiferous sulfur compounds that would individually and
cumulatively cause malodors, degrade ambient air quality, increase the incidence of
accidental releases, and adversely affect the health of workers and residents around the
Refinery. Further, the high acid levels in these crudes and their semi-refined products
would accelerate corrosion of refinery components, contributing to equipment failure and
increased accidental releases.
Second, the DEIR failed to disclose that the Project would reduce the heat content
of the refinery fuel gas from 1340 Btu/scf (British thermal unit per Standard Cubic Feet)
(BAAQMD Permit Ap., p. 10) to 1050 MMBtu (one million Btu) (5/13/13 BAAQMD
Notes). This is a 30% drop in the heat content of the fuel for all refinery fuel gas-fired
sources within the Rodeo Refinery. Notes in the BAAQMD's files indicates that this will
require replacing the burners in at least 19 process heaters. 5/13/13 BAAQMD Notes.
The DEIR did not disclose this dramatic decline in fuel gas heat content or the
related changes in equipment that would be required to burn the altered refinery fuel gas.
The FEIR concedes a decline in heat content in response to comments but fails to
disclose the magnitude of the decline. However, the FEIR asserts with no analysis that
"removal of propane and butane from the system and replacing it with natural gas would
not affect the performance of combustion devices at the Refinery." FEIR, p. 3.2-130.
The affected combustion units and burner configurations were not identified and baseline
emissions were not disclosed. Thus, there is no basis for this claim.
The FEIR argues that the types of changes that would be made to heaters are
considered by the BAAQMD to be an "alteration" rather than a "modification" as there
would be no emission increase. FEIR, p. 3.2-130. However, the BAAQMD definition of
"alteration" is irrelevant for purposes of CEQA. The EIR must identify the change in
emissions from the affected combustion units and burner configurations.
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A large drop in fuel heat content can affect the combustion efficiency of all
combustion sources, including heaters, boilers, and turbines. A related concern is a
concomitant drop in flame temperature. The Project basically involves replacing propane
and butane that are currently part of the Refinery Fuel Gas (RFG) with natural gas.
Propane and butane burn with a hotter flame than natural gas.26 These two effects, a large
drop in heat content and a lower flame temperature, would result in an increase in the
emission of products of incomplete combustion, including hazardous air pollutants,
carbon monoxide, and reactive organic gases from all fuel gas fired combustion sources.
None of these pollutants are routinely monitored, e.g., with continuous emission
monitoring systems, and some are not monitored at all (HAPs). Thus, the increases
would not even be detected until after the fact. The DEIR and FEIR did not disclose the
flame temperature issue. Further, only 19 process heaters would receive upgraded
burners. The FEIR is silent on the impacts that would result from the lower heat content
fuel and lower resulting flame temperature at other combustion sources that will not be
upgraded.
The DEIR should be revised to include a complete description of the Project and
an analysis of all of the environmental effects of these changes.
IV.

PROJECT EMISSIONS ARE UNDERESTIMATED AND SIGNIFICANT

The DEIR underestimated the increase in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and
criteria pollutant emissions (NOx, ROG, PM2.5/PM10) that would result from the
Project. If the EIR had accurately estimated the Project’s emissions, it would have
determined that the Project will result in significant unmitigated air quality impacts from
emissions of GHGs, NOx, and ROG. The DEIR also failed to estimate the increase in
carbon monoxide emissions that would result from the Project.
IV.A. Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG) Are Underestimated
The DEIR estimated that the Project would decrease GHG emissions by 325,978
metric tons per year (MT/yr). DEIR, Table 4.8-3. The increases in GHG emissions from
a new boiler (67,133 MT/yr), additional natural gas combustion (592,761 MT/yr), and
other miscellaneous sources (7,372 MT/yr) are assumed to be offset by removing 14,500
BPD of butane and propane from the fuel gas system and replacing it with natural gas,
which emits less GHG (-759,244 MT/yr) and the shutdown of Plant 4 Hydrogen Plant
and B-401 Process Heater (-234,000 MT/yr). These reductions are not supported and are
incorrect. When the errors discussed below are corrected, GHG emissions exceed the
significance threshold of 10,000 MT/yr for stationary sources and 1,100 MT/yr for other
types of projects (DEIR, p. 4.8-13). Thus, they are a significant unmitigated impact of
the Project.

26

Flame Temperatures of Some Common Gases, Available at; http://www.engineeringtoolbox.com/flametemperatures-gases-d_422.html.
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1.

Reduction: Removing Butane and Propane from Fuel Gas

The Project would remove 14,500 BPD of butane and propane from the refinery
fuel gas system and replace it with natural gas. As propane and butane generate more
GHG emissions when burned than natural gas, this results in a net decrease in GHG
emissions at the Refinery of 166,483 MT/yr (592,761 -759,244 = -166,483 MT/yr).
DEIR, Table 4.8-3.
However, a reduction would only occur if the propane/butane are not used as fuel,
which is their usual end use. The DEIR fails to disclose the use of the removed butane
and propane. This undisclosed use could result in indirect impacts that were not
considered in the DEIR. Butane and propane, for example, are fuels, often called
liquefied petroleum gas or LPG. They are also feedstocks to various chemical processes.
Either use would result in GHG emissions.
First, some, perhaps all, of the recovered butane and propane could be sold within
California for use as fuel, where CEQA clearly applies to 100% of the resulting GHG
emissions. If sold as fuel to customers in California, the resulting emissions are indirect
emissions from the Project and must be included in the Project GHG emission inventory.
Correspondence in the BAAQMD file indicates that ". . . some past (and current) butane
deliveries have included local industrial customers within Contra Costa and Alameda
counties." 4/30/13 Phillips Response Letter,27 p. 10, Response to Comment #15. Thus,
absent a condition of certification prohibiting the sale of propane and butane for any use
in California that would generate GHG, 100% of the GHG emissions from burning
propane and butane, the most likely end use, must be included in the EIR's GHG impact
analysis. This one modification results in an increase in GHG emissions of 433,266
MT/yr from the Project.28 This is a significant unmitigated impact of the Project.
Second, even assuming 100% of the propane and butane were burned or
otherwise used outside of California in a manner that generated GHG, these emissions
would still result in significant adverse impacts on California as GHG is a global
pollutant, widely acknowledged to affect climate change worldwide, regardless of release
point. The GHG emissions released in neighboring states, for example, would contribute
to sea level rise along the California coast; loss in California's snow pack, leading to
floods and droughts; and more high ozone days in California. DEIR, pp. 4.8-1/2.
Under this view, the Project is exporting its significant GHG impact to
neighboring states, where it continues to impact global climate and thus California.
Therefore, regardless of where the propane and butane are actually used, the
environmental consequences of its use are the same and must be considered.

27

Letter from Don Bristol, Phillips 66, to Brian Lusher, BAAQMD, Re: Response to Incomplete Letter
3/1/13, April 30, 2013 (4/30/13 Phillips Response Letter).
28

Revised GHG emissions based on DEIR Table 4.8-3: -325,978 + 759,244 = 433,266 MT/yr.
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Thus, the DEIR implicitly assumes that the propane and butane removed from the
refinery fuel gas will not be used in a manner that generates GHG and ignores the
impacts of this use.
2.

Relative Proportions of Propane and Butane

The GHG emissions were estimated assuming the production of 4,200 BPD of
propane and 3,800 BPD of butane. Butane generates about 6% more GHG than propane
per gallon burned. FEIR GHG Supplement, Nov. 2012, p. 4. In correspondence with the
BAAQMD, Phillips has requested a lump-sum limit of 14,500 BPD (6/28/13 Phillips
Response Letter, p. 5, Response to Comment #6), which would allow them to produce
100% butane, increasing GHG emissions compared to those estimated in the DEIR.
3.

Reduction: Hydrogen Plant and Heater Shutdown

The GHG emission calculation additionally assumes a net reduction of 234,000
MT/yr from the shutdown of the Plant 4 Hydrogen Plant and the Unit 240 Process Heater
B-401. DEIR, p. 4.3-13 and Table 4.8-3. The DEIR asserts that the GHG reduction
corresponds to the 3-year average baseline GHG emissions from these units and cited
ERM 2013. DEIR, p. 4.8-12. However, the DEIR references indicate that ERM 2013 is
the BAAQMD Authority to Construct Application. DEIR, p. 9-8. I reviewed this
document. It does not contain any support for the claimed reductions from shutting down
these units. I was unable to find any support for these reductions in any of the documents
that I reviewed and thus was unable to confirm whether they were correctly calculated.
Regardless, the subject units were reportedly shutdown in 2011, which is part of the
CEQA baseline. Thus, these reductions cannot be claimed as mitigation for Project
increases.
My inability to find any support for these GHG emissions is consistent with
comments filed by BAAQMD staff on the DEIR. They were also unable to find any
support for the claimed GHG reductions from decommissioning a process heater and
hydrogen plant. The BAAQMD further expressed concern that "emission from Unit 240
[the shutdown process heaters] may have shifted to other existing equipment due to
increased operating demand." Increased heat demand, for example, would result from
recovering butane and propane for the Project and upgrading additional semi-refined
materials from the Santa Maria Facility. Further, the DEIR and the record supporting it
do not contain any evidence that the emission reductions are permanent, real, and
quantifiable.29
The FEIR responded to the BAAQMD's comments, asserting that the "GHGrelated offsets that would be associated with the B-401 process heater are presented in the
DEIR for informational purposes only and are not required to reduce the GHG emissions
impact to a less-than-significant level." FEIR, p. 3.1-24. However, this is true only when
considered in isolation, without acknowledging the increase in GHG emissions from
burning the propane and butane removed from the refinery fuel gas. Further, this FEIR
29

Letter from Jean Roggenkamp, BAAQMD, to Lashun Cross, CCC Dept. of Conservation and
Development, Re: Phillips 66 Company Propane Recovery Project DEIR, August 6, 2013.
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response also fails to provide any support for the GHG reductions from these shutdown
unit.
If the GHG reductions from both the Plant 4 Hydrogen Plant and B-401 Process
Heater Shutdown are removed from the GHG inventory in DEIR Table 4.8-3 and the
increase in emissions from burning the propane and butane are added, the net increase in
GHG emissions based on DEIR Table 4.8-3 would be 1.3 million MT/yr (325,978+234,000 + 759,244 = 1,319,222 MT/yr). These emissions exceed the CEQA
significance threshold by a vast amount and are highly significant.
IV.B. Criteria Pollutant Emissions Are Underestimated
The DEIR estimated daily and annual Project operational emissions for nitrogen
oxides (NOx), sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), and reactive
organic gases (ROG). DEIR, Tables 4.3-6 and 4.3-7. The resulting emissions were
compared to the BAAQMD's daily and annual CEQA significance thresholds for NOx,
PM10, PM2.5, and ROG. No significance threshold was proposed for SO2 and carbon
monoxide (CO) was omitted from DEIR's analyses completely.
The emissions that were estimated in the DEIR and remain unchanged in the
FEIR are underestimated for two reasons, discussed below. When the errors in the
emission calculations are corrected, the resulting increases in daily and annual NOx and
ROG emissions exceed both the daily and annual CEQA significance thresholds. These
are significant air quality impacts that were not identified or mitigated in the DEIR or
FEIR.
1.

Relies on Invalid NOx Emission Reductions

The DEIR's daily and annual NOx emission analysis relies on NOx emission
reductions from shutting down Process Heater B-401. DEIR, Tables 4.3-6 and 4.3-7.
These reductions occurred in 2011, during the CEQA baseline. Therefore, they are part
of the baseline and not available to offset Project NOx increases. The increase in the
DEIR's estimate of both daily (99.2 lb/day >54 lb/day) and annual NOx emissions (13.9
ton/yr > 10 ton/yr) exceed CEQA significance thresholds without these Process Heater B401 reductions and are thus significant unmitigated impacts of the Project.
2.

Excludes Locomotive Emissions Outside of the BAAQMD

Notwithstanding the use of invalid NOx offsets, the increase in NOx emissions
are even higher than disclosed in the DEIR. The locomotives used to transport recovered
propane and butane from the Refinery to market are the major source of NOx emissions
(>70% of total Project emissions) and an important contributor to ROG emissions (8%).
DEIR, Tables 4.3-6 and 4.3-7. These emissions were underestimated by only counting
emissions released within the boundary of the BAAQMD, rather than the entire distance
the locomotives will travel within California. DEIR, p. 4.3-20. CEQA covers at least all
emissions released within the State and in some cases, emissions released outside of the
State that impact in-State values.
17
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The total rail track length within the BAAQMD used to calculate locomotive
emissions in DEIR Tables 4.3-6 and 4.3-7 was 67 miles one way (AQS Attach. 1,30 pdf
15) based on 50% of the trains using the Union Pacific route and 50% using the BNSF
route. The total track length to the California-Arizona border used to calculate GHG
emissions is 659 miles one way, based on the same 50/50 assumption. DEIR, p. 4.8-16
and AQS Attach. 1, pdf 15.
I revised the locomotive linehaul emissions for NOx and ROG using the total
track length within California, but otherwise using all of the DEIR's assumptions. The
results of my calculations are shown in Table 1. The criteria pollutant emissions from
locomotive linehaul (which is only part of the total locomotive emissions) are
significantly higher than disclosed in the DEIR, as shown in Table 1. This increase alone
is sufficient to tip NOx emissions over the BAAQMD daily and annual significance
thresholds, even assuming the invalid boiler NOx emission offsets.

Table 1
Revised Locomotive Linehaul Emissions
DEIR31 Rev. 32
Sig.
DEIR31 Rev.32
Criteria
(lb/day) (lb/day) (lb/day) (ton/yr) (ton/yr)
NOx
76.03
54
9.84
580
72
ROG
3.63
54
0.47
3.5
27

Sig.
Criteria
(ton/yr)
10
10

Note: bold indicates a revised locomotive linehaul emission rate that exceed the significance
threshold all by itself, without considering increases from any other sources.

These revised emissions combined with all other claimed emission increases and
decreases as reported in the DEIR, Tables 4.3-6 and 4.3-7, exceed the BAAQMD
significance thresholds for both daily and annual NOx and ROG emissions, as explained
below.
The net increase in daily NOx emissions, including the revised locomotive
linehaul emissions of 580 lb/day and the invalid NOx offsets, is 541 lb/day.33 These
emissions exceed the NOx daily significance threshold of 54 lb/day by a factor of ten.
DEIR, Table 4.3-6.
Similarly, the net increase in annual NOx emissions, including the revised
locomotive linehaul emissions of 72 ton/yr and the invalid NOx offsets, is 66 ton/yr.34
30

Phillips 66, Rodeo Propane Recovery Project, Air Quality Supplement, Attachment 1, Criteria Pollutant
and GHG Emissions, November 2012 (AQS Attach. 1).
31

AQS Attach. 1, pdf 1.

32

From AQS Attach. 1, pdf 19 (lb/day) and pdf 20 (ton/yr): Linehaul emissions within California = small
line haul from Richmond terminal to refinery + large linehaul from California border to Richmond
terminal. For NOx in lbs/day: 18.97 + 57.06(659/67) = 580.2 lb/day or 72.7 ton/yr. For ROG: 0.97
+2.65(659/67) = 27.1 lb/day or 3.47 ton/yr.
33

Total revised daily NOx emissions : 20.4 + (79.0-76.03) + 580 - 62.3 = 541.1 lb/day.

34

Total revised annual NOx emissions : 3.7 + (10.2-9.84) + 72.7 - 10.8 = 65.96 ton/yr.
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This exceeds the NOx annual significance threshold by a factor of six. DEIR, Table 4.36.
The DEIR indicates the shutdown of Process Heater B-401 reduced daily NOx
emissions by 244 lb/day (DEIR, Table 4.3-4). The DEIR also indicates the shutdown of
Process Heater B-401 reduced annual NOx emissions by 44 ton/yr. DEIR, Table 4.3-4.
However, even assuming 100% of these shutdown emissions were available for the
Project, they would not be adequate to offset the daily increases in linehaul NOx
emissions as calculated in Table 1. Regardless, 100% of Process Heater B-401 NOx
reductions are not available as some of them (33.16 ton/yr) were used to offset NOx
emission increases of the Marine Terminal Offload Limit Project. Marine Terminal IS,
Table 3.3-2.
The DEIR suggests by omission that more NOx offsets are available than were
relied on in Tables 4.3-6 and 4.3-7 by presenting the full boiler shutdown amount without
disclosing that most had already been used. The FEIR clarifies that the balance of the
NOx reductions from the Process Heater B-401 shutdown, not relied on in Tables 4.3-6
and 4.3-7, were used to offset increases associated with the Marine Terminal Project.
FEIR, pp. 3.1-24/25. They are not available to offset the additional increase in NOx
emissions resulting from the increase in locomotive linehaul emissions as calculated in
Table 1, assuming the full transit distance within California. Thus, the revised increase in
daily and annual NOx emissions are a significant unmitigated air quality impact when
the correct travel distance of locomotives is used to estimate emissions.
The increase in daily ROG emissions from all Project sources, including the
revised locomotive linehaul emissions, is 70.4 lb/day,35 which exceeds the ROG daily
significance threshold of 54 lb/day by 30%. Similarly, the increase in annual ROG
emissions from all Project sources, including the revised locomotive linehaul emissions is
11.4 ton/yr,36 which exceeds the ROG annual significance threshold of 10 ton/yr. Thus,
daily and annual ROG emissions from the Project are significant unmitigated air quality
impacts that were not disclosed in the DEIR when the correct travel distance of
locomotives is used to estimate emissions.
Finally, even if emissions were based only on the track length within the
BAAQMD, rather than the entire State, the Project would still exceed the NOx daily
significance threshold if the actual UP track length going south out of the District (90
miles) was used in the calculations, rather than the average of the UP and BNSF track
lengths (67 miles). The distance to the eastern boundary of the District is 44 miles and to
the southern boundary, 90 miles. The 67 miles used in the DEIR's linehaul emission
calculations is the average of these two (90+44/2 = 67). 6/28/13 Phillips Response
Letter, p. 12, Response to Comment #15. However, nothing in the EIR would prevent
100% of the trains from using the UP track going south out of the District. The daily

35

Total revised daily ROG emissions : 18.1 + 25.1 + (3.8-3.63) + 27 = 70.4 lb/day.

36

Total revised annual ROG emissions : 3.3 + 4.6 + (0.5-0.47) + 3.5 = 11.4 ton/yr.
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NOx emission increase, assuming the UP track length of 90 miles within the District
would be 57 lb/day, which exceeds the CEQA significance threshold of 54 lb/day.37
3.

Underestimates Steam Boiler Emissions

The DEIR emission estimates assumed a new 140 MMBtu/hr boiler would be
required to supply steam for the Project. The net emission calculations in Comment
IV.B.2 that correct the linehaul underestimate assume this new boiler. However, during
BAAQMD permitting, Phillips 66 removed the new 140 MMBtu/hr boiler and revised
the emissions to assume steam demand would be met by using surplus low pressure
steam, improving efficiency of existing steam consumers, and by increasing high
pressure steam production at the Steam Power Plant. This resulted in a reduction in
emissions from supplying steam, compared to emissions claimed in the DEIR. 4/30/13
Phillips Response Letter, p. 4, Response to Comment #7.
However, these changes disclosed in the BAAQMD permitting file are small,
compared to increases from other Project components in the DEIR, and thus do not
materially affect any of the conclusions in Comment IV.B.2. Further, as discussed below
in Comment IV.C.3, the NOx emissions from supplying steam at the Steam Power Plant
are actually significantly higher than claimed in the Phillips permitting application (15.6
ton/yr compared to only 3.7 ton/yr assumed in the DEIR). See Comment IV.C.3. These
revised emissions alone are sufficient by themselves to exceed the BAAQMD NOx
annual significance threshold.
IV.C. Other Emissions from The Project Are Omitted
The DEIR estimated emissions from new equipment that would be added by the
Project plus certain associated mobile source emissions, including a new boiler, tanks and
piping, locomotives, and truck and commuter trips. The locomotive emissions are
discussed in Comment IV.B.2. DEIR, Tables 4.3-6 & 4.3-7, p. 4.3-21.
The equipment required to recover propane and butane from the refinery fuel
gases and to remove sulfur from the recovered products requires various inputs to
operate. This results in increases in emissions above the CEQA baseline that were not
included in the DEIR's analysis. These include: (1) use of the recovered propane and
butane elsewhere in California; (2) electricity; (3) hydrogen; (4) emissions from
increased sulfur removal; and (4) certain increases in emissions from generating steam at
the existing Steam Plant to support the Project. Each omitted emission source is
discussed below.
The BAAQMD files indicate that Phillips conceded there would be an increase in
the throughput of the Air Liquide Hydrogen Plant and an increase in the Sulfur Recovery

37

From AQS Attach. 1, pdf 19 (lb/day): Linehaul emissions within California = small line haul from
Richmond terminal to refinery + large linehaul from boundary of BAAQMD to Richmond terminal.
Linehaul emissions for NOx in lbs/day: 18.97 + 57.06(90/67) = 95.6 lb/day. The net increase = 20.4 +
(79.0-76.03) + 95.6 - 62.3 = or 56.7 lb/day > 54 lb/day.
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Units, but in both cases, less than the permitted levels.38 However, for purposes of
CEQA compliance, the permitted levels are not material, but rather the increase relative
to a historic baseline. These emissions were not included in the Project totals.
1.

Propane/Butane Combustion In California

The DEIR failed to include criteria pollutant emissions from burning or otherwise
using the recovered propane/butane anywhere. The recovered propane/butane is being
produced to meet commercial-grade standards with less than 5 ppm hydrogen sulfide
(H2S). 6/28/13 Phillips Response Letter, p. 2. Commercial-grade propane is used as a
fuel.39 Thus, it is reasonably foreseeable that the produced propane/butane would be used
as fuel, increasing criteria pollutant and GHG emissions.
The BAAQMD permitting file further discloses that Phillips currently sells butane
from the Rodeo Refinery in California. 4/30/13 Phillips Response Letter. Thus,
emissions from the use of propane/butane as a fuel within California are a reasonably
foreseeable impact caused by the Project and must be evaluated. 14 Cal Code Regs.
§§15064(d)(3) and 15358(a)(2).
There is nothing in the DEIR or FEIR that would prohibit Phillips from selling
100% of the recovered propane/butane for new uses as a fuel anywhere, including within
California. Thus, unless the County imposes a condition requiring that 100% of the
propane/butane is sold outside of the jurisdiction of CEQA or for non-combustion, nonemitting uses, the FEIR must include criteria pollutant emissions from its use and
mitigate the resulting impacts, which are significant as demonstrated below.
I estimated the criteria pollutant emissions from combusting 100% of the Project's
propane/butane in boilers within California. The results of my calculations are
summarized in Table 2.

38

Phillips 66 Propane Recovery Project Issues, BAAQMD Notes; Letter from Don Bristol, Phillips 66, to
Brian Lusher, BAAQMD, Re: Response to Incomplete Letter 3/1/13, April 30, 2013, pp. 3 (Response to
Comment #4) and 6 (Response to Comment #8).
39

See, e.g., Tesoro Safety Data Sheet, Propane - Commercial Grade, Available at:
http://www.tsocorp.com/stellent/groups/corpcomm/documents/tsocorp_documents/msdspropane.pdf.
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Table 2
Emissions from Combusting Propane/Butane
Within California
Emission
Factor
(lb/103 gal)

Emissions
(lb/day)
(ton/yr)

PROPANE
Total PM
N0x
CO
ROG

0.7
13
7.5
0.8

123
2,293
1,323
141

22.5
418.5
241.4
25.8

BUTANE
Total PM
N0x
CO
ROG

0.8
15
8.4
0.9

128
2,394
1,341
144

23.3
436.9
244.7
26.2

Emission factors from AP-42, Table 1.5-1.
Propane: 4,200 BPD; Butane: 3,800 BPD
ROG = TOC - CH4.

B11-28

These emissions are compared with significance thresholds established in the
DEIR for evaluating the operational air quality impacts of the Project (DEIR, p. 4.3-14)
in Table 3. This comparison shows that the emissions from burning recovered propane
and butane exceed significance thresholds for NOx, PM10, and ROG by a large margin
and thus must either be mitigated or the EIR must prohibit the sale of recovered
propane/butane within California for fuel. The emissions of CO are also large and
significant, but the DEIR failed to establish a significance threshold for this pollutant.
Table 3
Comparison of Emissions from Combusting Propane/Butane
Within California With Significance Criteria
TOTAL EMISSIONS
(lb/day)
(ton/yr)
Total PM
N02
CO
ROG

251
4,687
2,664
285

45.8
855.4
486.1
52.0

SIGNIFICANCE
CRITERIA
(lb/day)
(ton/yr)
82
54

15
10

54

10

Assumes 100% of PM from combustion is PM10
DEIR, p. 4.314
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2.

Increase In Hydrogen

The hydrotreater that will be installed as part of the Project requires hydrogen to
react with sulfur and convert it into forms that can be removed. The DEIR claims that the
amount of hydrogen present in the existing gas streams is adequate to supply the
increased hydrogen. DEIR, p. 3-25.
The BAAQMD questioned this assumption and asked Phillips to accept a permit
condition stating no hydrogen would be used at the new hydrotreater. Phillips declined
and admitted that ". . . there are short periods when hydrogen from a hydrogen plant will
need to be supplied. These periods would typically be during startup of the hydrotreater
catalyst system." 4/30/13 Phillips Response Letter, p. 3, Response to Comment #4.
Phillips has not quantified the amount of additional hydrogen that will be required nor the
resulting emissions. Hydrogen plants include a furnace and vents that are significant
sources of criteria pollutant and GHG emissions, including specifically, the hydrogen
plant that would supply this Project.40 The EIR must quantify all of the emissions that
would be generated as a result of the Project.
3.

Increase in Steam

The DEIR disclosed that steam would be provided by either a new 140 MMBtu/hr
steam boiler or by the existing Steam Power Plant (SPP). DEIR, pp. ES-5, 3-7, 3-20.
The DEIR included emissions only for the new 140 MMBtu/hr boiler. DEIR, Tables 4.36 and 4.3-7. Since the DEIR was released, Phillips has elected to use the existing SPP to
generate the required steam. The NOx emissions from the existing SPP are higher than
those disclosed in the DEIR, as explained below.
Correspondence in the BAAQMD file indicates steam demand will be met by
using surplus low pressure steam currently vented, improving steam generation
efficiency, and by increasing high pressure steam production at the SPP. The increase in
high pressure steam would be provided by increasing the firing rate of natural gas in the
duct burners by 45 MMBtu/hr. It is unclear whether additional fuel would also have to
be fired in the associated gas turbines.
The emissions included in the BAAQMD permit files (which vary from the
emissions identified in the DEIR) are based only on increasing the firing rate of natural
gas in the duct burners by 45 MMBtu/hr, and assume very low (and unsupported)
emission factors. The emission factor used for NOx, for example, is 0.017 lb/MMBtu
(4.5 ppm @ 15% O2). 4/30/13 Phillips Response Letter, pp. 5-6, Response to Comment
#7.
Based on my experience permitting many similar projects with duct burners, they
typically emit much more NOx than assumed in the 4/30/13 Phillips calculations (4/30/13
Phillips Response Letter, pp. 5-6). Duct burner emissions are low only if they are
located in a heat recovery steam generator equipped with modern selective catalytic
40

Air Liquide, Hydrogen Plant Project, Application for Authority to Construct and Major Facility Review
Permit, Rodeo, California, October 2005.
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reduction to control NOx. No such arrangement is described in the DEIR (Sec. 3.3.2.9)
or the original 1985 BAAQMD engineering evaluation.41 The subject gas turbines/duct
burners are permitted to emit 83 lb/hr when firing 1048 MMBtu/hr for all turbine/duct
burners combined.42 This corresponds to a NOx emission factor of 0.079 lb/MMBtu
(83/1048 = 0.079). This NOx emission factor is nearly five times higher than the one
used in Phillips' duct burner NOx emission calculations.
Using this revised emission factor to estimate NOx emissions from increased
steam demand yields 15.6 ton/yr NOx (0.079 x 45 x 8760/2000 = 15.6) or four times
more than disclosed in the DEIR (3.7 ton/yr) for the new 140 MMBtu/hr boiler. The
originally proposed new boiler evaluated in the DEIR should be more efficient and emit
less NOx, etc. than the old SPP due to use of modern technology and current Best
Available Control Technology (BACT) controls such as selective catalytic reduction
(SCR). The NOx emissions from supplying just the steam for the hydrotreater exceed the
NOx significance threshold of 10 ton/yr and are thus a significant undisclosed air quality
impact of the Project.
4.

Increase In Sulfur Removal

The Project will increase the throughput of the existing Sulfur Recovery Units
(SRU) by about 135 ton/yr of sulfur. DEIR, Fig. 3-6; 5/13/13 BAAQMD Notes, p. 2;
6/28/13 Phillips Response Letter, pp. 6-8, Response to Comment #8. The Refinery uses
the Claus process to convert acid gas to liquid sulfur, which is sold. This involves
combusting acid gas, which would increase NOx, CO, VOC and other emissions. The
resulting elemental sulfur is sold, which involves truck emissions. Thus, the increase in
throughput of the SRU would be accompanied by increases in combustion emissions
from the Claus unit and the trucks used to transport the recovered sulfur product to
market. The resulting increase in emissions was not disclosed in the DEIR or FEIR. The
information in the files I reviewed is not adequate to estimate these emissions. It did not
include, for example, the increase in acid gases that would be processed by the Claus
unit, the criteria pollutant emission factors for the Claus furnace, or the number of
additional truck trips that would be required to transport the sulfur to market.
5.

Increase In Electricity Generation

The Project will require 1.28 MW electricity or 10,900 MW-hour of electricity
DEIR, pp. 3-23, 3-28. The generation of this electricity at off-site facilities will increase
criteria pollutant and GHG emissions that were not included in the DEIR. The
information in the files I reviewed did not include any emission factors in pounds of
pollutant per megawatt hour, which are required to estimate these emissions.
6.

Emissions from Changes in Feedstock Quality

41

BAAQMD, Engineering Evaluation, Union Oil Company, Gas Turbine Cogeneration Facility, November
8, 1985.
42

Phillips 66 LPG Recovery Project, Permit Limit Summary, BAAQMD, Condition ID 18629.
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The currently proposed rail spur project at the Santa Maria Facility would allow
the import of DilBits. These are rich in the propane/butane fractions required to supply
the subject Project at the Rodeo Refinery. If said DilBits were routed directly to the
Rodeo Refinery or if they were processed at Santa Maria to generate semi-refined
products for Rodeo, which are feed for the propane/butane Project, this would result in
public health impacts that were not disclosed in the DEIR.
DilBits contain large amounts of light material that distill below 149 C and are
thus very volatile. This material can be emitted to the atmosphere from storage tanks and
equipment leaks of fugitive components (pumps, compressors, valves, fittings) in much
larger amounts than other heavy crudes and their byproducts that are currently processed
at the Rodeo Refinery.
The diluent is a low molecular weight organic material with a high vapor
pressure that contains not only propane and butane that would be recovered by the
Project, but also high levels of other VOCs, sulfur compounds, and hazardous air
pollutants (HAPs). These would be emitted during unloading and would be present in
emissions from tanks and fugitive components. The DEIR did not disclose the potential
presence of diluent and made no attempt to estimate these diluent-derived emissions.
The composition of some typical diluents/condensates used in DilBits is reported
on the website, www.crudemonitor.ca.43 The DEIR does not identify the specific diluents
that would be used by the Project or even that diluents would be present. The
CrudeMonitor information indicates that diluent contains very high concentrations (based
on 5-year averages, v/v basis of the hazardous air pollutants benzene (7,200 ppm to 9,800
ppm); toluene (10,300 ppm to 25,300 ppm); ethyl benzene (900 ppm to 2,900 ppm); and
xylenes (4,600 ppm to 23,900 ppm).
The sum of these four compounds is known as "BTEX" or benzene-tolueneethylbenzene-xylene. The BTEX in diluent ranges from 27,000 ppm to 60,900 ppm. The
BTEX in DilBits, blended from these materials, ranges from 8,000 ppm to 12,300 ppm.44
Similarly, the BTEX in synthetic crude oils (SCOs), which also could be imported via the
43

Condensate Blend (CRW) - http://www.crudemonitor.ca/condensate.php?acr=CRW; Fort Saskatchewan
Condensate (CFT) - http://www.crudemonitor.ca/condensate.php?acr=CFT; Peace Condensate (CPR) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/condensate.php?acr=CPR; Pembina Condensate (CPM) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/condensate.php?acr=CPM; Rangeland Condensate (CRL) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/condensate.php?acr=CRL; Southern Lights Diluent (SLD) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/condensate.php?acr=SLD.
44

DilBits: Access Western Blend (AWB) -http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=AWB; Borealis
Heavy Blend (BHB) -http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=BHB; Christina Dilbit Blend (CDB) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=CDB; Cold Lake (CL) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=CL; Peace River Heavy (PH) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=PH; Seal Heavy (SH) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=SH; Statoil Cheecham Blend (SCB) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=SCB; Wabasca Heavy (WH) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=WH; Western Canadian Select (WCS) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=WCS; Albian Heavy Synthetic (AHS) (DilSynBit) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=AHS.
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Santa Maria rail spur project or the Ferndale Rail Terminal and barged to Rodeo, ranges
from 6,100 ppm to 14,100 ppm.45 These are very high concentrations that were not
considered in the DEIR or FEIR. These levels are high enough to result in significant
worker and public health impacts.
The CrudeMonitor information also indicates that these diluents contain elevated
concentrations of volatile mercaptans (9.9 to 103.5 ppm), which are highly odiferous and
toxic compounds that could result in significant odor and nuisance impacts. Mercaptans
can be detected at concentrations substantially lower than will be present in emissions
from the tanks and fugitive emission, including pumps, valves, flanges, and connectors.46
In fact, mercaptans are added to natural gas in very tiny amounts so that the gas can be
smelled to facilitate detecting leaks.
Thus, recovering propane and butane from semi-refined products generated from
these tar sands crudes or from directly refining these crudes would emit VOCs, HAPs,
and malodorous sulfur compounds, not found in comparable levels in conventional
crudes currently handled at the Refinery. There are no restrictions on the feedstock
composition nor any requirements to monitor emissions for these HAPs from tanks and
leaking equipment where DilBit-blended and other light crude fraction would be handled.
7.

B11-28

CO Emissions Were Not Estimated

The Project would significantly increase emissions of carbon monoxide (CO), a
criteria pollutant. Carbon monoxide is emitted from all combustion sources, including
locomotives, trucks and commuter auto trips, steam generation, and combustion of the
recovered propane and butane at fired sources. The DEIR is silent on CO emissions from
the entire Project.
IV.D. Decrease in SO2 Emissions Is Not Supported
The DEIR claims that the Project would reduce SO2 emissions by at least 50%,
resulting in an SO2 emission decrease of at least 180 ton/yr. DEIR, pp. ES-2, 3-5, 4.319. The emission inventory in Table 4.3-7 takes credit for a reduction in SO2 emission of
172.4 ton/yr. DEIR, Table 4.3-7. The BAAQMD Permit Application made a similar
claim. However, there it claimed a reduction of 174.7 ton/yr, of which 7.61 ton/yr was
proposed to offset Project SO2 increases and the balance would be banked as Emission

45

SCOs: CNRL Light Sweet Synthetic (CNS) -http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=CNS; Husky
Synthetic Blend (HSB) -http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=HSB; Long Lake Light Synthetic
(PSC) -http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=PSC; Premium Albian Synthetic (PAS) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=PAS; Shell Synthetic Light (SSX) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=SSX; Suncor Synthetic A (OSA) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=OSA; Syncrude Synthetic (SYN) http://www.crudemonitor.ca/crude.php?acr=SYN.
46

American Industrial Hygiene Association, Odor Thresholds for Chemicals with Established Occupational
Health Standards, 1989; American Petroleum Institute, Manual on Disposal of Refinery Wastes, Volume
on Atmospheric Emissions, Chapter 16 - Odors, May 1976, Table 16-1.
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Reduction Credits. BAAQMD Permit Ap., p. 17. However, Phillips subsequently
withdrew its banking application, casting doubt on its claim of a SO2 reduction.
Thus, there is no support, in either the DEIR record or the BAAQMD permitting
record, for the claimed reduction in SO2 emissions. Emission reductions used to offset
emission increases must be permanent, real, and quantifiable. There is no evidence that
the claimed SO2 emission reductions meet any of these criteria. In fact, claimed
reductions could be a myth if the Refinery feedstock is modified to include a larger
proportion of higher sulfur tar sands crudes than currently refined. Such crudes could
reach the Refinery via the related Santa Maria rail spur project or the Ferndale rail
terminal by barge down the Pacific coast.
V.

CUMULATIVE AIR QUALITY IMPACT ANALYSIS IS INADEQUATE

The DEIR included only the Marine Terminal project, the temporary boiler, and
an SO2 transfer proposal in the list of cumulative projects. DEIR, Sec. 5.4.3.3.
However, the DEIR and FEIR fail to disclose the cumulative impacts that would result
from other currently proposed projects that would affect the amount and composition of
feedstock refined at Rodeo, compared to CEQA baseline feedstock. Changes in baseline
feedstock as explained in these comment, i.e., tar sands crudes such as DilBits, and
increased amounts of semi-refined materials from the Santa Maria Facility, would
increase emissions of all criteria pollutants and hazardous air pollutants at most all
emission sources in the Refinery.
First, as discussed in Comment II, two projects are proposed at the Santa Maria
Facility that would directly impact Rodeo. These would send increased amounts of gas
oil and naphtha to Rodeo for processing, increasing emissions from many refining units
compared to the CEQA baseline. A rail spur is also proposed for Santa Maria that would
allow the import of tar sands crudes. These tar sands crudes would change the chemical
composition of Rodeo feedstocks, as described in Comment IV.C.6 and Attachment 2.
These feedstocks, for example, would increase emissions of hazardous air pollutants from
tanks, compressors, pumps, valves and flanges throughout the Refinery. They would also
increase NOx and SO2 emissions from fired sources throughout the Refinery, relative to
the CEQA baseline.
Second, as also discussed in Comment II, Phillip 66's Ferndale Refinery is
permitted to construct a rail terminal, which will facilitate barging tar sands crude to the
Rodeo Marine Terminal. The Rodeo Marine Terminal was recently permitted to import
increased amounts of crude. This would also change the chemical composition of Rodeo
feedstocks, as described in Comment IV.C.6 and Attachment 2, compared to the CEQA
baseline feedstock.
These directly related projects will cumulatively increase air emissions above the
CEQA baseline. They must all be evaluated together in a revised DEIR to determine
cumulative air quality impacts.
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January 27, 2014
Via Email
Elizabeth Klebaner
Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo
601 Gateway Boulevard, Suite 1000
South San Francisco, CA 94080-7037
eklebaner@adamsbroadwell.com
Re: Review of the Phillips 66 Company Rail Spur Extension Project Public Draft Environmental
Impact Report and Vertical Coastal Access Project Assessment
Dear Ms. Klebaner,
Per your request, I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(“Draft EIR”) for the Phillips 66 Company Rail Spur Extension Project (“Rail Spur
Project” or “Project”) published by San Luis Obispo County (“County”) for review
under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) in November 2013. 1
My qualifications as an environmental expert include a doctorate in
Environmental Science and Engineering from the University of California Los Angeles.
I have provided expert comments on air quality in the permitting/licensing
proceedings of a number of refineries and associated facilities under the federal and
state Clean Air Acts and in the environmental review process under CEQA. My résumé
is attached to this letter.
I.

Background

Phillips 66 Company (“Phillips 66” or “Applicant”) proposes to modify the
existing rail spur on the southwest side of the Santa Maria Refinery (“SMR”) in
unincorporated San Luis Obispo County. According to the Draft EIR, the Rail Spur
Project would include an eastward extension of the existing rail spur as well as a railcar

San Luis Obispo County, Phillips 66 Company Rail Spur Extension Project Public Draft Environmental
Impact Report and Vertical Coastal Access Project Assessment, November 2013, SCH # 2013071028;
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/planning/environmental/EnvironmentalNotices/railproject.htm#.

1
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unloading facility. Trains, both unit and manifest 2, would deliver crude oil to the Santa
Maria Refinery for processing. The facility would receive up to five unit trains per week
(or a combined total of five unit and manifest trains), with an annual maximum of
approximately 250 trains. 3 In a unit train configuration, each train would consist of three
locomotives, two buffer cars, and 80 railcars carrying 23,500 gallons (“gal”) each or
73 railcars carrying 30,000 gallons each depending on the car size 4, for a total of up to about
13 million barrels per year (“bpy”). 5 The unloaded material would be transferred from
the new unloading facility to existing crude-oil storage tanks at the SMR via a new
on-site above-ground pipeline. 6
II.

The County Improperly Piecemeals the Project

The San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District (“SLOCAPCD” or
“District”) recently approved the Final Environmental Impact Report for a ten percent
increase in crude oil throughput at the Santa Maria Refinery (“SMR Throughput
Increase Project”). The Draft EIR discusses the relationship between this recently
approved project and the Rail Spur Project as follows:
The Rail Spur Project would not affect the amount (throughput volume) of
material processed at the refinery. Throughput levels at the refinery are capped
by the County of San Luis Obispo and by the San Luis Obispo County APCD.
The ability of the SMR to operate at the maximum approved throughput level is
based on the existing infrastructure and is not dependent on, or related to, the
Rail Spur Project. However, if and when local crude oil production (the current
major source of oil for the SMR) declines, the Rail Spur Project, if approved,
would allow the SMR to maintain operating up to its permitted throughput
levels.
The land use application for the SMR Throughput Project was submitted in 2008
and the Final EIR for the Throughput Project was certified by the County Board

2 According to the Draft EIR, p. 1-1, unit trains consist of approximately 80 tank cars and associated
locomotives and other supporting cars that stay together as one assembly fully dedicated to delivery of
crude oil to the SMR. Manifest trains may have a variety of car types and cargos, other than crude oil, that
are not fully dedicated as are unit trains. Manifest trains may deliver one or more cars to the refinery and
then continue to other destinations to deliver other cargo.
3

Draft EIR, p. ES-3.

4

Draft EIR, p. ES-4.

(250 trains/year) × (80 rail cars/train) × (23,500 gal/rail car) / (42 gal/bbl) = 11,190,476 bpy;
(250 trains/year) × (73 rail cars/train) × (30,000 gal/rail car) / (42 gal/bbl) = 13,035,714 bpy.
5

6

Draft EIR, p. 2-1.
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of Supervisors in March of 2013, which was approximately two months before
the application for the Rail Spur Project was submitted to the County. Therefore,
evaluation of these projects separately would not be considered “piece-mealing”
under CEQA. 7

I disagree with the County’s conclusion regarding piecemealing and find that the Rail
Spur Project is too narrowly defined and is directly related to the SMR Throughput
Increase Project.
Information contained in the Draft EIR makes clear that the throughput increase
at the Santa Maria Refinery could not be realized but for the crude oil that would be
brought in via rail; in fact, it indicates that the refinery would be unable to even
continue operating at current throughput levels if the Rail Spur Project were not
implemented. According to the Draft EIR, the bulk of the crude oil currently processed
at the SMR (60 to 85 percent) is delivered via pipeline from offshore platforms in the
Outer Continental Shelf of Santa Barbara. 8 This pipeline system is currently the only
way that the SMR can receive crude oil. 9 While crude oil can be trucked to the Santa
Maria Pump Station and then placed into the pipeline to the SMR, truck deliveries to
the Santa Maria Pump Station are limited to a permitted maximum of 26,000 barrels per
day (“bpd”) 10, far below the SMR’s throughput limit of 48,950 bpd sought by the SMR
Throughput Increase Project. 11 Crude oil production in California has been in
substantial decline for decades (47.2 percent since 1985 12), as acknowledged by the
Draft EIR. 13 The Draft EIR discloses that crude oil production in Santa Barbara County,
both onshore and off-shore, has declined to 30,000 bpd. 14 Given the limitations on truck
import to the Santa Maria Pump Station and the long-standing knowledge of

7

Draft EIR, p. ES-18.

8

Draft EIR, pp. 2-27 and 2-30.

9

Ibid.

10

Ibid.

11

Final EIR for SMR Throughput Increase EIR, p. 2-24.

California Energy Commission, Transportation Energy Forecasts and Analyses for the 2011 Integrated
Energy Policy Report, CEC‐600‐2011-007-SD, August 2011, p. 14;
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2011publications/CEC-600-2011-007/CEC-600-2011-007-SD.pdf.
12

13 See Draft EIR, p. 2-30 (“… production from offshore Santa Barbara County has been in decline for a
number of years…”) and p. 6-3 (“California production of crude oil per year has been in decline since
1986… The decline has averaged about 1.7% per year since 1995. More recently, the decline has averaged
over 3% annually since the year 2000.)
14

Draft EIR, p. 2-30.
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a declining crude oil supply 15, particularly from the off-shore sources in the Outer
Continental Shelf, long before the Applicant submitted an application for the SMR
Throughput Increase Project, it is simply not believable that the Applicant would have
sought an increase in throughput at the SMR without simultaneously contemplating
additional ways to deliver crude oil to the facility. In fact, while the EIR for the SMR
Throughput Increase Project claimed not to know “where the additional crude oil
would come from that would allow the Refinery to operate at a higher throughput
level, 16” the Draft EIR for the Rail Spur Project explicitly acknowledges the effect of
California’s declining crude oil production:
This declining production with the lack of ability of the refinery to source
competitively priced crude oil from outside the local area generates the need for
the Rail Spur Project. 17

Clearly, the Rail Spur Project is not only required to maintain current production levels
but is essential to further increase the throughput at the SMR to the permit level sought
under the SMR Throughput Increase Project. Thus, the SMR Throughput Increase
Project and the Rail Spur Project are directly related and should have been analyzed as
one project under CEQA. Because the crude switch and increase in production at the
SMR were not analyzed as one project, impacts were substantially underestimated and
not adequately mitigated.
What’s more, the Santa Maria Refinery is linked by a 200-mile pipeline to the
Applicant’s refinery in Rodeo, Contra Costa County; in fact, the two facilities together
are considered to be one refinery, the San Francisco Refinery. 18 The interdependency of
these two facilities is laid out in detail in Dr. Fox’s comments on the Draft EIR for the
Phillips 66 Propane Recovery Project 19 as well as her comments on the Draft EIR for the

See, for example, California Energy Commission, California Crude Oil Production and Imports,
CEC-600-2006-006, April 2006, Figure 2, p. 4; http://www.energy.ca.gov/2006publications/CEC-6002006-006/CEC-600-2006-006.PDF; and California Energy Commission, Transportation Energy Forecasts
and Analyses for the 2009 Integrated Energy Policy Report, CEC-600-2010-002-SF, May 2010, p. 6;
http://www.energy.ca.gov/2010publications/CEC-600-2010-002/CEC-600-2010-002-SF.PDF.
15

16

Final EIR for SMR Throughput Project, p. 2-26.

17

Draft EIR, p. 2-30.

See Phillips 66, Western United States and Asia Refining; http://www.phillips66.com/EN/about/ourbusinesses/refining-marketing/refining/Pages/index.aspx. (“The San Francisco Refinery is comprised of
two facilities linked by a 200-mile pipeline. The Santa Maria facility is located in Arroyo Grande, Calif.,
while the Rodeo facility is in the San Francisco Bay Area.”)
18

19 Phyllis Fox, Comments on Environmental Impact Report for the Phillips 66 Propane Recovery Project,
Rodeo, California, prepared for Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP on behalf of Rodeo Citizens Association
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Rail Spur Project. I agree with Dr. Fox’s analysis that the changes proposed at both
facilities in recent years as well as the Rail Spur Project are all inextricably linked and
should therefore be analyzed as one project in order to determine the full extent of their
environmental impacts. (I note that both CEQA analyses for these projects relied on
incorrect baselines – specifically, they relied on maximum permitted throughput as the
baseline instead of actual throughput – and otherwise underestimated emissions, in
part, because they failed to address emissions associated with the crude switch. Thus,
the changes in emissions at the Santa Maria and Rodeo refineries resulting from to the
crude switch associated with the Rail Spur Project have not been subjected to any
CEQA review.)
III.

The Draft EIR Fails to Adequately Characterize and Analyze Impacts
Associated with the Crude Oil Slate Imported by the Rail Spur Project

The Draft EIR states that crude oils delivered to the SMR would be sourced from
oilfields throughout North America based on market economics and other factors, with
the most likely sources being the Bakken oil field in North Dakota, the mid-continent
area, and Canada. 20 Beyond this generic statement, the Draft EIR contains no
information regarding the crude oils that would be delivered to the SMR via rail and
their chemical makeup. This scant information does not qualify as an adequate project
description under CEQA.
There are a wide range of traditional crude oils with different compositions
currently available in commerce as well as an increasing number of unconventional
crude oils, such as crudes produced in Canada from bitumen sands, so-called “oil
sands” or “tar sands”. Due to their widely varying physico-chemical makeup, the
impacts associated with transporting, processing, and storing these various crudes can
have substantially different environmental impacts including, but not limited to, air
quality, greenhouse gas emissions, worker and public health risks, odors, and risks
associated with accidental releases and upsets. Highly variable parameters include, for
example, the crude oil’s content of sulfur and toxic contaminants and whether it is
blended with other chemicals such as diluent (used to make thick crudes such as
Canadian tar sands less viscous and easier to transport, resulting in so-called DilBits).

November 15, 2013 http://64.166.146.155/docs/2014/BOS/20140121_330/16707_Exhibit3b-SMWletterFoxReport.pdf.
20

Draft EIR, pp. ES-3, 1-4, and 4.12-21.
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The Draft EIR’s air quality section, for example, is silent on the widely varying
impacts that could be caused by the change in crude oils at the facility beyond stating
that “SMR operations could change based on the availability of lighter crude oils from
more distant fields (such as the Bakken Field), causing less production of coke and
sulfur at the refinery. However, refinery operations stemming from delivery of crude by
rail most likely would not increase the coke or sulfur production as heavier crude oils
than historical Refinery feedstock would most likely not be transported to the new rail
facility.” 21 This simple statement does not constitute an adequate analysis of the
impending change in crude oil processing at the SMR and fails to address any potential
associated impacts on air quality beyond the production of coke and sulfur, such as for
example, an increase in fugitive emissions when processing a lighter, more volatile
crude. The Draft EIR’s other environmental impact sections are similarly deficient.
The characteristics and composition of various crude oils and their likely origin
for delivery to the SMR is laid out in well-supported detail in Dr. Fox’s comments on
the Draft EIR for the Rail Spur Project. I agree with Dr. Fox’s findings and recommend
that the County prepare a revised Draft EIR that analyzes the full range of impacts
associated with the proposed switch from regional crude oils to a crude slate that would
be sourced from the Bakken oilfields, the mid-continent area or Canada, including the
potential for import of DilBits.
IV.

The Draft EIR’s Analysis of the Project’s Operational Impacts on Air Quality
Is Flawed and Fails to Require Adequate Mitigation

In addition to the above discussed failure to analyze the impacts of replacing the
current crude slate with crudes sourced from the Bakken oil field, Canada, or midcontinent, the Draft EIR’s analysis of the Project’s operational impacts on air quality is
substantially flawed and fails to require adequate mitigation.
A.

The Draft EIR Fails to Assess the Significance of Operational Emissions
Outside of San Luis Obispo County

The Draft EIR determines the significance of emissions within San Luis Obispo
County based on the significance thresholds established by SLOCAPCD but makes no
attempt at determining the significance of emissions outside the County’s boundaries.
This is not acceptable. Most of the Rail Spur Project’s operational emissions would
occur outside of San Luis Obispo County, as shown in Table 1 below for annual

21

Draft EIR, p. 2-26.
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emissions of the sum of reactive organic gases and nitrogen oxides (“ROG+NOx”) as
well as diesel particulate matter (“DPM”).
Table 1: Annual operational emissions of ROG+NOx and DPM*
Area where emissions occur
Within San Luis Obispo
County
Within California outside of
San Luis Obispo County
Outside of California (based
on distance to Bakken oilfield)
Total

ROG + NOx
(tons/year) (percent of total)

(tons/year)

1.88**

DPM
(percent of total)

5.7%

71.09

6.1%

172.01

14.7%

4.89

14.8%

926.20
1,169.30

79.2%

26.34
33.11

79.6%

* Emission estimates for ROG+NOx and DPM calculated from Draft EIR, Table 4.3-13.
** The Draft EIR, Table 4.3-13, incorrectly summarizes annual DPM emissions within San Luis Obispo County at
0.89 tons/year.

As shown in Table 1, more than 30 percent of annual ROG+NOx emissions and
almost 15 percent of annual DPM emissions occur within California outside of San Luis
Obispo County; almost 80 percent of the annual ROG+NOx emissions and
DPM emissions occur outside of California. The County may not simply ignore
emissions and impacts on air quality and public health that occur beyond its
boundaries. The significance of emissions outside of the County can, for example, be
assessed by comparing emissions to thresholds of significance established by California
air districts through which the trains would travel and to General Conformity
de minimis thresholds and taking into account the respective airsheds’ attainment status.
This approach has been used, for example, by the California Energy Commission
(“CEC”) and the U.S. Department of Energy (“DoE”) in their joint analysis of the
Hydrogen Energy California Project, near Bakersfield, California, which proposes to
import coal from New Mexico. 22
The County should address the Rail Spur Project’s impacts on air quality beyond
the San Luis Obispo County line. I recommend that the County prepare a revised Draft
EIR that addresses this issue.

CEC and DoE, Preliminary Staff Assessment, Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Hydrogen Energy
California Project, June 2013, CEC-700-2013-001-PSA, Docket No. 08-AFC-8A, Appendices B and C to
Section Air Quality;
http://docketpublic.energy.ca.gov/PublicDocuments/Delta/Delta/TN%2071444%2006-2813%20Preliminary%20Staff%20Assessment%20%20Draft%20Environmental%20Impact%20Statement.pdf.
22
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B.

The Draft EIR Substantially Underestimates Fugitive Emissions from
Equipment Leaks

The Draft EIR provides estimates of fugitive emissions from equipment leaks
associated with unit train cars, train car offloading lines, offloading collection headers
and meters, drain and crude drain, and delivery to the tank farm of 6.22 lbs/day and
1.01 tons/year. 23 These emission estimates are based on the number of individual
components (flanges, pressure relief valves, process drains, etc.) and emission factors
published by the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (“CAPCOA”) in
their California Implementation Guidelines for Estimating Mass Emissions of Fugitive
Hydrocarbon Leaks at Petroleum Facilities 24 (“CAPCOA Report”). 25 Review of the Draft
EIR’s emission estimates shows that it relies on incorrect emission factors and,
consequently, substantially underestimates emissions from fugitive equipment leaks.
The Draft EIR’s emission estimates for fugitive equipment leaks are based on
emission factors for the oil and gas production industry. The Draft EIR provides no
discussion whatsoever of why it deems the oil and gas production industry as
applicable to the Project, when, in fact, it will be part of a refinery. The CAPCOA Report
provides the following definitions for the oil and gas production and refinery
industries:
Oil and Gas Production: A facility at which crude petroleum and natural gas
production and handling are conducted, as defined in the Standard Industrial
Classification Manual as Industry No. 1311, Crude Petroleum and Natural Gas.
Refinery: A facility that processes petroleum, as defined in the Standard
Industrial Classification Manual as Industry No. 911, Petroleum Refining. 26

The Standard Industrial Classification (“SIC”) code No. 1311 for Crude
Petroleum and Natural Gas reads as follows:
Establishments primarily engaged in operating oil and gas field properties. Such
activities may include exploration for crude petroleum and natural gas; drilling,

23

See Draft EIR, Appx. B, p. B-4.

CAPCOA, California Implementation Guidelines for Estimating Mass Emissions of Fugitive
Hydrocarbon Leaks at Petroleum Facilities, February 1999;
http://www.arb.ca.gov/fugitive/impl_doc.pdf.

24

25

See Draft EIR, Appx. B, p. B-4, footnote to Table “Fugitive Emissions.”

26

CAPCOA Report, p. 35.
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completing, and equipping wells; operation of separators, emulsion breakers,
desilting equipment, and field gathering lines for crude petroleum; and all other
activities in the preparation of oil and gas up to the point of shipment from the
producing property. This industry includes the production of oil through the
mining and extraction of oil from oil shale and oil sands and the production of
gas and hydrocarbon liquids through gasification, liquid faction, and pyrolysis of
coal at the mine site. Also included are establishments which have complete
responsibility for operating oil and gas wells for others on a contract or fee basis.
Establishments primarily engaged in performing oil field services for operators
on a contract or fee basis are classified in Industry Group 138. 27

In contrast, SIC code No. 2911 defines Petroleum Refining as follows:
Establishments primarily engaged in producing gasoline, kerosene, distillate fuel
oils, residual fuel oils, and lubricants, through fractionation or straight
distillation of crude oil, redistillation of unfinished petroleum derivatives,
cracking or other processes. Establishments of this industry also produce
aliphatic and aromatic chemicals as by-products. Establishments primarily
engaged in producing natural gasoline from natural gas are classified in mining
industries. Those manufacturing lubricating oils and greases by blending and
compounding purchased materials are included in Industry 2992. Establishments
primarily re-refining used lubricating oils are classified in Industry 2992.
Establishments primarily engaged in manufacturing cyclic and acyclic organic
chemicals are classified in Major Group 28. 28

Clearly, the Santa Maria Refinery is not an oil and gas production facility “primarily
engaged in operating oil and gas field properties” with “activities in the preparation of
oil and gas up to the point of shipment from the producing property” but instead a
refinery that is “primarily engaged in producing gasoline, kerosene, distillate fuel oils,
residual fuel oils, and lubricants, through fractionation or straight distillation of crude
oil, redistillation of unfinished petroleum derivatives, cracking or other processes.”
The Rail Spur Project is part of the Santa Maria Refinery; thus, emission factors for
refineries are applicable rather than those for oil and gas production facilities.
Emission factors provided in the CAPCOA Report for refineries are considerably
higher than those for the oil and gas production industry. Table 2 compares daily and

U.S. Department of Labor, Occupational Safety and Health Administration, SIC Search, 1311 Crude
Petroleum and Natural Gas;
https://www.osha.gov/pls/imis/sic_manual.display?id=387&tab=description.

27

U.S. Department of Labor, Occupational Safety and Health Administration, SIC Search, 2911 Petroleum
Refining; https://www.osha.gov/pls/imis/sic_manual.display?id=627&tab=description.

28
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annual emissions as calculated by the Draft EIR based on emission factors for oil and
gas production industry (CAPCOA Table IV-2c) and revised based on emission factors
for refineries (CAPCOA Table IV-2a) for flanges (connectors), pressure relief valves, and
pumps (pump seals) based on equipment with a component leak level below
10,000 ppm.
As shown in Table 2 on the next page, emission estimates for fugitive equipment
leaks from refineries provided in the CAPCOA Report are dramatically higher than
those for the oil and gas production industry. Consequently, revised daily emissions
(including fugitive emissions from the carbon canisters) amount to about 150 lbs/day,
about 24 times the Draft EIR’s estimate of 6.2 lbs/day; revised annual emissions amount
to about 27 tons/year, about 27 times the Draft EIR’s estimate of 1.01 tons/year. 29 Thus,
the Draft EIR substantially underestimates emissions from the Rail Spur Project.
The DEIR’s reliance on an incorrect, lower emissions factor is particularly
problematic here as the Applicant’s intends to import Bakken crude. Bakken crude is
very light and volatile and could substantially increase the fugitive leaks from existing
equipment throughout the Santa Maria Refinery, which currently processes heavy
crudes which are far less volatile. The effect of this crude switch on fugitive emissions
from existing refinery components should have been analyzed in the Draft EIR but was
not. (The switch in crude will also affect emissions from stationary sources throughout
the refinery, which also haven’t been analyzed.)
Fugitive emissions from equipment leaks consist mostly of hydrocarbons, many
of which are ozone precursors, also called reactive organic gases (“ROG”). Thus,
emissions from fugitive equipment leaks associated with the Rail Spur Project would
contribute to existing violations of the state and federal ambient air quality standards
for ozone and would impede the air basin’s progress towards attainment of these
standards. (Many of the fugitive compounds emitted from equipment leaks are
carcinogenic and/or pose acute and chronic health risks, as discussed in more detail
below.) Thus, emissions from fugitive equipment leaks would further increase the
already substantial and unavoidable impacts on air quality resulting from operational
emissions of the Rail Spur Project as identified by the Draft EIR. Consequently, the
Draft EIR fails to inform the public of the severity of impacts associated with the Rail
Spur Project.

29

(149.88 lbs/day) / (6.22 lbs/day) = 24.08; (27.22 tons/year) / (1.01 tons/year) = 27.04.
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Table 2: Daily and annual emission rates from fugitive equipment leaks as estimated by the Draft EIR using emission factors
for oil and gas production (CAPCOA Table IV-2c) and revised based on emission factors for refineries (CAPCOA Table IV-2a)

Draft EIR

Process/
System
Unit Train
Cars

Train Cars
Offloading
Lines

Offloading
Collection
Headers &
Meters

Source Unit
Flanges (ANSI 16.5-1988)
Pressure Relief Valves
Pumps -Double Mechanical Seals
or Equivalent Seals
Flanges (ANSI 16.5-1988)
Pressure Relief Valves
Process Drains with P-Trap or
Seal Pot
Other (including fittings, hatches,
sight-glasses, and meters)
Pumps -Double Mechanical Seals
or Equivalent Seals
Flanges (ANSI 16.5-1988)
Pressure Relief Valves
Process Drains with P-Trap or
Seal Pot
Other (including fittings, hatches,
sight-glasses, and meters)
Total Emissions:
Flanges (ANSI 16.5-1988)
Pressure Relief Valves

Drain &
Crude
Drain
Flanges (ANSI 16.5-1988)
Delivery
to Tank
Pressure Relief Valves
Farm
Unloading Carbon Canisters

Emission
No. of
Factor
Proposed
(Oil & Gas)
Components
(kg/hr/comp)
80
2.40E-05
20
1.90E-05
Total Emissions:
20
820
20

2.65E-04
2.40E-05
1.90E-05

20

1.31E-04

200

1.31E-04
Total Emissions:

2
380
10

2.65E-04
2.40E-05
1.90E-05

20

1.31E-04

30

1.31E-04

83
3
21
1

2.40E-05
1.90E-05
Total Emissions:
2.40E-05
1.90E-05
Total Emissions:

1
TOTAL FUGITIVE EMISSIONS

Daily
Emission
Rate
(lb/day)
1.01E-01
2.01E-02
0.12

Annual
Emission
Rate
(tons/yr)
0.022

2.80E-01
1.04E+00
2.01E-02

1.20E-02
6.00E-05
4.47E-02
1.31E-04

1.38E-01
1.38E+00
2.86

1.31E-04
0.52

2.80E-02
4.82E-01
1.00E-02

1.20E-02
6.00E-05
4.47E-02
1.31E-04

1.38E-01
2.08E-01
0.87
1.05E-01
3.01E-03
0.11
2.66E-02
1.00E-03
0.03
2.24
6.22

Emission
Factor
(Refinery)
(kg/hr/comp)
6.00E-05
4.47E-02

1.31E-04
0.16
0.020
0.0050
0.28
1.01

6.00E-05
4.47E-02
6.00E-05
4.47E-02

Revised

Daily
Emission
Rate
(lb/day)
2.53E-01
4.72E+01
47.46

Annual
Emission
Rate
(tons/yr)
8.661

1.27E+01
2.60E+00
4.72E+01
1.38E-01
1.38E+00
63.99

11.68
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1.27E+00
1.20E+00
2.36E+01
1.38E-01
2.08E-01
26.42
2.63E-01
7.08E+00
7.34
6.65E-02
2.36E+00
2.43
2.24
149.88

4.82
1.340
0.4429
0.28
27.22
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C.

The Draft EIR Improperly Defers Analysis of Mitigation Measures and
Fails to Identify all Feasible Mitigation Measures to Reduce Significant
Impacts on Air Quality

The Draft EIR finds that the Project’s operational emissions would substantially
exceed the SLOCAPCD’s thresholds of significance for ROG and NOx and diesel
particulate matter. Specifically, the Project would result in unmitigated emissions of
about 870 lbs/day and 71 tons/year of ROG+NOx 30, i.e., about 35 times the District’s
daily significance threshold of 25 lbs and about three times the annual significance
threshold of 25 tons. 31 The above discussed ROG emissions from fugitive equipment
leaks further increase Project emissions to more than 40 times the District’s daily
significance threshold and about four times the District’s annual significance
threshold. 32 The Project would also result in emissions of about 34 lbs/day of diesel
particulate matter 33, i.e., 27 times the District’s significance threshold of 1.25 lbs/day. 34
The Draft EIR finds that reducing idling time would reduce emissions of
ROG+NOx by about 25 lbs/day and 3 tons/year, 35 still far above the District’s
significance thresholds. To further reduce ROG and NOx emissions from the
locomotives, the Draft EIR proposes Mitigation Measure AQ-2a:
Prior to issuance of Notice to Proceed, the Applicant shall investigate methods
for reducing the onsite emissions, both from fugitive components and from
locomotives. In addition, locomotive emissions shall be mitigated to the extent
feasible through the contracting arrangement that increase the use of Tier 1 and
better locomotives. If emissions of ROG+NOx with the above mitigations still
exceed the thresholds, the Applicant shall secure SLOCAPCD-approved off-site
reductions in ROG + NOx emissions to ensure that project-related ROG + NOx
emissions within SLO County do not exceed the SLOCAPCD thresholds for the
life of the project. Coordination with the SLOCAPCD should begin at least six
(6) months prior to issuance of the Notice to Proceed for the Project to allow time

30

Draft EIR, Table 4.3-13, p. 4.3-44.

31

(869.85 lbs/day) / (25 lbs/day) = 34.79; (71.09 tons/year)/(25 tons/year) = 2.84.

((149.8 lbs/day) + (869.85 lbs/day) – (6.22 lbs/day))/ (25 lbs/day) = 40.54;
((27.22 tons/year) + (71.09 tons/year) – (1.01 tons/year)/ (25 tons/year) = 3.89.

32

33

Ibid.

34

(33.90 lbs/day) / (1.25 lbs/day) = 27.12.

35

Draft EIR, p. 4.3-45.
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for refining calculations and for the SLOCAPCD to review and approve the offsite mitigation approach.

To further reduce diesel particulate matter emissions from the locomotives, the
Draft EIR proposes Mitigation Measure AQ-3:
Prior to issuance of the Notice to Proceed, the Applicant shall investigate
methods for reducing the locomotive emissions through the contracting
arrangement that increase the use of Tier 1 and better locomotives. If emissions
of diesel particulate with the above mitigations still exceed the thresholds, the
Applicant shall secure SLOCAPCD-approved off-site reductions in particulate
matter emissions to ensure that project-related diesel particulate emissions
within SLO County do not exceed the SLOCAPCD thresholds for the life of the
project. Coordination with the SLOCAPCD should begin at least six (6) months
prior to issuance of operational permits for the Project to allow time for refining
calculations and for the SLOCAPCD to review and approve the off-site
mitigation approach.

Both proposed mitigation measures impermissibly defer analysis of their adequacy
without providing specific performance standards capable of mitigating the Project’s
impacts to below significance. Further, the proposed mitigation measures are not
stringent enough. The County should investigate the potential for on-site emission
reductions before resorting to off-site mitigation, which typically means offsets, i.e., the
purchase of credits for emission reductions that occurred somewhere else in the past.
On-site mitigation could e.g., include installation of additional, more efficient control
technologies on existing units at the Santa Maria Refinery and the Santa Maria Pump
Station such as, e.g., vapor recovery units, replacement of leaking components,
installation of leakless components, installation of low NOx burners or replacement of
older, high-emitting equipment.
In addition, the County must require use of best available control technology
(“BACT”) for unloading emissions from the rail cars. The Draft EIR proposes to use
carbon canisters with a removal efficiency of at least 95 percent. 36 This does not
constitute BACT. First of all, carbon adsorption does not uniformly remove the same
percentage of all pollutants; some compounds adsorb more readily than others.
Therefore, carbon canisters are specified depending on the application and composition
of the vapors that need to be controlled. Manufacturers will specify a removal efficiency
for specific compounds at a certain concentration in the vapor and a certain air flow.
Further, carbon canisters, which are not regenerative, have a high removal efficiency

36

Draft EIR, pp. 4.3-42 and 4.3-51.
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until saturation when the effluent concentration will suddenly increase, a behavior
known as “breakthrough.” Thus carbon canisters must be closely and continually
monitored. The Draft EIR does not indicate any such monitoring. More efficient systems
than carbon canisters are available for rail terminals including, for example, vapor
recovery units (“VRUs”) with two sets of carbon beds that can be alternately
regenerated and are monitored by continuous emissions monitoring systems (“CEMS”).
According to one manufacturer, John Zink: “In typical installations such as truck, rail,
tank and marine loading, our VRUs achieve emission control efficiencies of 99% or
better.37 The County should require an analysis of all feasible vapor removal systems
and require installation of a BACT-compliant system. This analysis must include an
evaluation of the various crude oils that could be imported to the facility under the Rail
Spur Project.
To mitigate the impacts caused by diesel particulate matter emissions from
locomotives, the County should mandate that all locomotives associated with the Rail
Spur Project (i.e., loaded trains hauling crude oil to the terminal and empty trains
traveling back to oil fields) meet Tier 3 or 4 emission standards established by the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”). This would achieve a 50 percent or
90 percent reduction in diesel particulate matter emissions, respectively, compared to
older Tier 0 and Tier 1 locomotives.
V.

The Draft EIR’s Health Risk Assessment for Project Operational Emissions Is
Substantially Flawed and Fails to Identify Significant Cancer Risks

The Draft EIR recognizes that operational activities associated with the Rail Spur
Project would result in emissions of toxic air contaminants (“TACs”) from fugitive
emissions sources (e.g., valves, pumps, and vapor recovery canisters) and diesel exhaust
from locomotive engines. 38 The Draft EIR’s health risk assessment estimates excess
cancer risks at the Santa Maria Refinery parcel boundary immediately south of the rail
spur location of up to 78.1 in one million at the Point of Maximum Impact (“PMI”) and
the highest excess cancer risk at a residential or sensitive receptor parcel boundary of
9.7 in one million. 39 The Draft EIR concludes that because excess cancer risk at the
residential receptor would be below the SLOCAPCD’s significance threshold of 10 in

See, for example, John Zink, Carbon Adsorption Vapor Recovery Systems;
http://www.johnzink.com/wp-content/uploads/carbon-adsorption-vapor.pdf.

37

38

Draft EIR, p. 4.3-47.

39

Draft EIR, p. 4.3-48.
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one million, the health risk impacts would be less than significant. 40 The Draft EIR’s
analysis is substantially flawed and fails to identify significant health risks.
First, the SLOCAPCD defined the cancer risk threshold at 10 in one million, not
10.0 in one million. 41 Thus, any cancer risk estimates that are compared to this threshold
should be rounded to the nearest whole number; in this case, 9.7 in one million rounded
to the nearest whole number is 10 in one million. Thus, cancer risks are significant
compared with the SLOACPD’s threshold of significance.
Second, as discussed above, the Draft EIR improperly piecemeals the Rail Spur
Project, which should be analyzed together with the SMR Throughput Increase Project.
The District estimated excess cancer risks associated with the SMR Throughput Increase
Project at 2.1 in one million at the fenceline for emissions from stationary sources and
5.9 in one million immediately south of the Santa Maria Refinery along area roadways
for diesel exhaust emissions. 42 While these cancer risk estimates are not directly
additive to the excess cancer risks from the Rail Spur Project of 9.7 in one million
because they do not occur at the same location, based on a comparison of the cancer risk
isopleths provided in the Final EIR for the SMR Throughput Increase Project’s
stationary and mobile sources and in the Draft EIR for locomotives (see Figures 1 and 2
below), combined cancer risks would exceed the SLOCAPCD’s significance threshold of
10 in one million.

40

Ibid.

41 See, SLOCAPCD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, A Guide for Assessing the Air Quality Impacts for
Projects Subject to CEQA Review, April 2012, p. 3-7; (“The APCD has defined the excess cancer risk
significance threshold at 10 in a Million…”; emphasis retained.)
http://www.slocleanair.org/images/cms/upload/files/CEQA_Handbook_2012_v1.pdf. (“The APCD
has defined the excess cancer risk significance threshold at 10 in a Million…”); emphasis retained.)
42

Final EIR for SMR Throughput Increase, p. 4.1-48.
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Figure 1: Cancer risk isopleths for TAC emissions from stationary sources (left) and diesel exhaust
emissions from mobile sources (right) associated with the SMR Throughput Increase Project
(from: Draft EIR for SMR Throughput Increase Project, Appx. A, p. A-55 (left), and Final EIR for SMR
Throughput Increase Project, p. 4.1-26 (right))

Figure 2: Cancer risk isopleths for diesel exhaust emissions from locomotives
associated with the Rail Spur Project
(from: Draft EIR, p. 4.3-39)
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Specifically, at the residential receptor, where the Rail Spur Project would result
in excess cancer risks of 9.7 in one million, excess cancer risks resulting from mobile
sources associated with the SMR Throughput Increase Project (Figure 1 (right)) exceed
one in one million. Thus, combined excess cancer risk for an adult residential receptor
exceeds the SLOCAPCD’s significance threshold of 10 in one million. Excess cancer
risks from stationary sources from the SMR Throughput Increase Project (Figure 1 (left))
further contribute to this exceedance of the cancer risk threshold. This is a significant
impact that was not identified in the Draft EIR because it improperly piecemeals these
project. Further, because the SMR Throughput Increase Project improperly relied upon
the permitted crude oil throughput as the baseline, rather than actual crude oil
throughput, it substantially underestimated potential cancer risks. Thus, cancer risks
are even higher than discussed.
Third, the Health Risk Assessment determined the incremental cancer risk at the
nearest residence, the maximally exposed individual (“MEI”), only for an adult
receptor 43 without adjustment for increased risk during the first 16 years of life, during
which a large fraction of lifetime (70-year) cancer risk is incurred. To address the higher
risk of early-in-life exposure, California’s Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment (“OEHHA”) and EPA recommend the use of age-dependent adjustment
factors, or age sensitivity factors, to account for the higher risks during early stages of
life. Specifically, OEHHA recommends:
In order to address the issue of early-in life exposures, OEHHA has adopted a
policy, based on the available scientific data, of weighting cancer risk from
exposures from the third trimester to <2 yrs of age by a factor of ten, and
exposures from age two to less than sixteen years by a factor of three. In addition
to innate sensitivities to some carcinogens, children have greater exposures due
to physiological and behavioral factors. As a result, a greater proportion of total
lifetime risk is accrued by age 16 with lifetime exposure to a constant air
concentration than was previously recognized. 44

EPA recommends the same age-dependent adjustment factors. 45 Because children are
potentially present at residential locations, age-dependent excess cancer risk must be

43

See Draft EIR, Appx. B, p. B-10, “Cancer Risk Calculation.”

44 OEHHA, Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Risk Assessment Guidelines, Technical Support Document for
Exposure Assessment and Stochastic Analysis, Final, August 2012 (hereafter OEHHA Technical Support
Document”), pp. 11-2 (internal citations omitted);
http://oehha.ca.gov/air/hot_spots/pdf/2012tsd/TSDportfolio2012.pdf.
45 EPA, Cancer Risk Calculations;
http://www.epa.gov/oswer/riskassessment/sghandbook/riskcalcs.htm.
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evaluated. The results of including age sensitivity factors in a health risk assessment are
commonly referred to as “child cancer risk.”
I calculated the excess child cancer risk based on the adult cancer risk of 9.71 in
one million for a 70-year exposure provided in the Draft EIR 46, as shown in Table 3.
Table 3: Child cancer risk for diesel particulate matter emissions
from Rail Spur Project accounting for age sensitivity factors
Risk
Year
3rd trimester
1
2-15
16-70

Age
Sensitivity Factor
10
10
3
1
Σ cancer risk child:
Exceeds 10 in one million significance threshold?
*

Period
(years)
0.3
1
14
55

Excess Child
Cancer Risk*
3.78E-01
1.26E+00
5.30E+00
6.93E+00
1.39E+01
YES

Calculated as: (adult cancer risk 9.71E-06) / (70 years) × (period in
years) × (age sensitivity factor)

As shown in Table 3, excess child cancer risk resulting from emissions associated
with the Rail Spur Project’s locomotive diesel exhaust alone, 13.9 in one million, would
clearly exceed the SLOCAPCD’s significance threshold of 10 in one million even
without adding the emissions from the SMR Throughput Increase Project. This is a
significant impact that the Draft EIR fails to identify.
Fourth, Draft EIR states, without any quantitative analysis, that TAC emissions
from fugitive sources associated with the Rail Spur Project would be minimal and
would not contribute to the overall risk levels. 47 I disagree. As discussed above, the
Draft EIR substantially underestimates emissions from fugitive equipment leaks. Given
that the estimated cancer risk at the residential receptor of 9.7 in one million from diesel
particulate matter emissions alone is close to the significance threshold, even a small
contribution from fugitive emissions to the incremental cancer risk would likely result
in significant impacts. Crude oil vapors contain various amounts of toxic air
contaminants including the contaminants benzene, which is a carcinogen, toluene,
ethylbenzene, and xylene, in sum known as “BTEX.” DilBits, synthetic crudes and
Bakken crude oils contain high amounts of BTEX. The BTEX content in diluent ranges
from 27,000 ppm to 60,900 ppm; and the BTEX content in DilBits, blended from these
materials, ranges from 8,000 ppm to 12,300 ppm. Similarly, the BTEX in synthetic crude

46

Draft EIR, Appx. B, p. B-10, “Cancer Risk Calculation.”

47

Draft EIR, p. 4.3-47.
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oils ranges from 6,100 ppm to 14,100 ppm. 48 These very high concentrations in the crude
oils result in very high concentrations in crude vapor that would be emitted from
equipment leaks and the carbon canisters and could result in significant public health
impacts. The Draft EIR must be revised to assess carcinogenic emissions from fugitive
equipment leaks.
Fifth, the Draft EIR does not analyze the potential increase in health impacts
resulting from the switch in crude oils, which could be substantial, e.g., due to higher
concentrations in carcinogenic compounds such as, e.g., benzene.
Sixth, the Draft EIR fails to provide a cumulative health risk assessment. CEQA
requires analysis of the environmental impacts of past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable projects. For an assessment of health risks, these past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable projects must include emissions from the existing Santa Maria
Refinery (including the recently approved SMR Throughput Increase Project if not
considered part of the Project) as well as the cumulative projects identified by the Draft
EIR 49 such as the Phillips 66 Removal of Soil and Debris Mound Project, the Phillips 66
Pipeline Project, and the Freeport McMoRan Oil & Gas Oil Field Expansion. 50
VI.

The Draft EIR’s Odor Analysis Is Deficient

The Draft EIR recognizes that operation of the Rail Spur Project could result in
potential odor impacts, including from fugitive emissions of hydrocarbons and
hydrogen sulfide (“H2S”) from equipment leaks and the vapor recovery carbon
canisters and from diesel exhaust emissions from the locomotives. 51 The Draft EIR’s
odor analysis and proposed mitigation for these emission sources is deficient, as
discussed below.
First, while the Draft EIR recognizes diesel exhaust emissions from the
locomotives as potential odor sources, it fails entirely to provide a discussion, let alone
a quantitative analysis, of associated odor impacts. The odor of diesel exhaust is
considered by most people to be objectionable and EPA found that, at high intensities,
diesel exhaust may produce sufficient physiological and psychological effects to

48

For a detailed discussion, see Dr. Fox’s comments on the Draft EIR.

49

See Draft EIR, Table 3.1, pp. 3-4 through 3-8.

50

Draft EIR, p. 3-4.

51

Draft EIR, p. 4.3-51.
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warrant concern for public health. 52 Clouds of soot from diesel-powered engines, such
as the Project’s locomotives when in transit or idling, can travel downwind for miles
and drift into heavily populated areas. 53 Here, trains with two to three locomotives
would pass directly by numerous densely populated residential neighborhoods en
route from the Bakken or Canadian oilfields to the SMR which could cause odor
nuisance for receptors located within these neighborhoods. Thus, the County should
provide a revised Draft EIR that evaluates the potential for odors from locomotive
diesel exhaust.
Second, in addition to H2S, crude oils contain various amounts of other odiferous
sulfur compounds, including mercaptans, which are known for their very strong and
unpleasant odors. The odor threshold for most mercaptans is considerably less than
0.5 parts per billion (“ppb”); some mercaptans can be detected at concentrations as low
as 0.029 ppb. 54 In fact, mercaptans are added to natural gas in very tiny amounts so that
the gas can be smelled to facilitate detecting leaks. Information available for Canadian
crudes indicates that diluents can contain more than 100 ppm of volatile mercaptans. 55
The Draft EIR should be revised to analyze potential odor impacts resulting from
odiferous sulfur compounds contained in the fugitive emissions from equipment leaks.
Third, the Draft EIR’s odor analysis estimates that fugitive crude oil vapor
emissions from equipment leaks could produce H2S levels at the nearby property line of
up to 1.7 ppb and less than 1 ppb at residences. (Because the Draft EIR fails to provide
the SCREEN3 modeling runs, it fails to support these estimates. Further, the Draft EIR
fails to identify the location of the residential receptor.) Based on a H2S odor limit of
2 ppb with a significant impact being assigned to levels that could exceed the 50 percent
odor threshold at 1 ppb, the Draft EIR finds that fugitive emissions could cause odor
impacts offsite and odor emissions would be potentially significant. As mitigation for
this potential significant odor impact, the Draft EIR requires Mitigation Measure AQ-6:
The Applicant shall ensure that any new odor sources be added to the existing
Refinery Odor Control Plan and submitted to the SLOCAPCD for review and
comment before the start of construction. If H2S levels from fugitive components

52 EPA, Health Assessment Document for Diesel Engine Exhaust, EPA/600/8-90/057F, May 2002;
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/dieselfinal.pdf.

Union of Concerned Scientists, Digging Up Trouble, The Health Risk of Construction Pollution in
California, November 2006; http://www.ucsusa.org/assets/documents/clean_vehicles/digging-uptrouble.pdf.
53

54

Syneco Systems, Inc., Odor Perception, 2009; http://www.synecosystems.com/wp/PDF/151.pdf.

55

crudemonitor.ca, 2014; http://www.crudemonitor.ca/home.php.
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at the unloading area are determined by the SLOCAPCD to present potential
offsite odor issues, measures to implement to reduce odors from the unloading
area fugitive components shall include leak detection (if not already
implemented), lower leak detection and repair threshold limits (to 100-500 ppm)
and/or increased monitoring frequency (monthly) and these measures shall be
added to the Odor Control Plan.

This mitigation measure is inadequate for several reasons: a) it negates the
Draft EIR’s finding of potential significant odor impacts at the property boundary by
requiring re-analysis by the SLOCAPCD; and b) it improperly defers analysis of the
adequacy of the proposed mitigation measure, which is not permitted under CEQA.
The proposed measures including leak detection and lower leak detection and repair
thresholds and/or increased monitoring frequency, which are all feasible and routinely
required elsewhere, must be required to reduce the significant odor impacts. In addition
to the proposed leak detection program, the County should analyze the use of leakless
components (e.g., welded connectors, bellows valves, double mechanical seals with high
pressure fluids on pumps, enclosed distance pieces on compressors with venting to a
control device, etc.) wherever feasible to prevent, rather than detect, odor impacts.
Construction of the Rail Spur Project with leakless components is feasible and should be
required.
Fourth, the Draft EIR analyzed only equipment leaks from new components
associated with the Rail Spur Project; yet, it entirely failed to analyze odor impacts
resulting from the change in crude oil slate at the existing SMR including the tank farm.
The crude oil brought in by rail could be considerably more odiferous than the crude
currently processed. Given that the nearest receptor is located only 425 feet northeast
and the closest residence is only 1,200 feet northeast of the crude oil storage tanks 56, it is
likely that change in crudes may affect these receptors.
I recommend that the County provide a revised and recirculated Draft EIR that
includes modeling of all odorous compounds including diesel exhaust, hydrocarbons,
and sulfurous compounds, including mercaptans, to adequately assess potential
odor impacts associated with the Rail Spur Project. The revised Draft EIR should
evaluate potential odor impacts for the full range of crude oils that could be delivered to
the Santa Maria Refinery including heavy Canadian sour crude oil, DilBits, and Bakken
crude oil and require adequate mitigation including, for example, the use of leakless
components.

56

Draft EIR, p. 4.7-37.
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VII.

The Draft EIR Fails to Identify Significant Impacts Associated with Emissions
of Greenhouse Gases

The Draft EIR presents estimates for greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions from
construction, on- and off-site locomotives, electricity, and other offsite sources resulting
from construction and operation of the Rail Spur Project. 57 Specifically, the Draft EIR
estimates emissions of 5,533 metric tonnes of carbon dioxide-equivalent (“MT CO2e”)
within San Luis Obispo County; 14,179 MT CO2e within California; and 65,908 MT CO2e
within the United States. 58 The Draft EIR finds that total GHG emissions within San
Luis Obispo County would not exceed the SLOCAPCD thresholds of significance and
would therefore not result in a significant impact. 59 I disagree with this conclusion for
several reasons.
First, greenhouse gases are not local or regional pollutants but contribute
cumulatively to global climate change. Therefore, emissions associated with the Rail
Spur Project cannot be myopically assessed by counting only emissions that occur
within the County boundary. According to the Draft EIR, more than 90 percent of the
GHG emissions associated with the Rail Spur Project would occur outside of San Luis
Obispo County. 60 These GHG emissions, whose significance is not assessed in any other
environmental document, would occur as a consequence of the Rail Spur Project and
must therefore be included in the determination of significance. The SLOCAPCD,
i.e., the agency who developed the GHG thresholds of significance upon which the
Draft EIR relies, recognized in its Final EIR for the SMR Throughput Increase Project
that all GHG emissions, including those occurring outside of San Luis Obispo County
(e.g., locomotives traveling to Long Beach in Los Angeles County and heavy-duty trucks
traveling to and from Kern, Santa Barbara, Monterey, Ventura, and Los Angeles
Counties) must be included in the total emissions tally that is compared to the GHG
significance threshold. 61 (The Final EIR for the SMR Throughput Increase Project
requires mitigation for the project’s significant GHG emissions for both on-site
stationary sources and off-site mobile sources. 62) Here, total GHG emissions associated
with the Rail Spur Project, 65,908 MT CO2e, would by far exceed the SLOCAPCD’s

57

Draft EIR, Table 4.3-15, p. 4.3-50.

58

Draft EIR, p. 4.3-50.

59

Ibid.

60

(1) - (5,533 MT CO2e)/(65,908 MT CO2e) = 0.916.

61

See, Final EIR SMR Throughput Project, Tables 4.1-9, 4.1-15, and 4.1-18 and p. 4.1-45.

62

See, Final EIR SMR Throughput Project, Mitigation Measure AQ-3, p. 4.1-46.
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stationary source threshold of 10,000 MT CO2e. This is a significant impact that the
Draft EIR fails to identify and mitigate.
Second, as discussed above, the Rail Spur Project is part of a larger refinery-wide
project that includes the SMR Throughput Increase Project. Thus, total GHG emissions
from these projects must be quantified and compared to applicable significance
thresholds. The Final EIR for the SMR Throughput Increase Project estimated a total
increase of GHG emissions of 20,470 MT CO2e over the baseline. (However, it should be
noted that this estimate is too low because the Final EIR assumed an incorrect baseline
of maximum permitted rather than actual throughput at the facility.) Thus, total
emissions from the SMR when implementing both projects would be at least
86,378 MT CO2e.
The SLOCAPCD’s CEQA Guidelines provide a long list of mitigation measures
to reduce emission of greenhouse gases from projects including industrial projects. In
addition, the CAPCOA has published guidance for quantifying greenhouse mitigation
measures. 63 Many of the mitigation measures mentioned in these documents are
feasible for the Rail Spur Project and should be required to reduce its significant GHG
emissions. 64 I recommend that the County evaluate and require all feasible mitigation to
reduce significant impacts with respect to global climate change due to GHG emissions
associated with the proposed operational changes at the SMR including the Rail Spur
Project and the SMR Throughput Increase Project.
VIII. The Draft EIR Fails Analyze Potentially Significant Health Impacts Due to
Valley Fever and Fails to Require Adequate Mitigation
Valley Fever, or coccidioidomycosis (short cocci), is an infectious disease caused
by inhaling the spores of Coccidioides ssp. 65, a soil-dwelling fungus. Spores, or
arthroconidia, are released into the air when infected soils are disturbed, e.g., by

63 CAPCOA, Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, A Resource for Local Government to
Assess Emission Reductions from Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, August, 2010;
http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf.
64 SLOCAPCD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, A Guide for Assessing the Air Quality Impacts for Projects
Subject to CEQA Review, April 2012, Table 3-5 Mitigation Measures, pp. 3-17 through 3-20;
http://www.slocleanair.org/images/cms/upload/files/CEQA_Handbook_2012_v1.pdf.

Two species of Coccidioides are known to cause Valley Fever: C. immitis, which is typically found in
California, and C. posadasii, which is typically found outside California. See Center for Disease Control,
Coccidioidomycosis (Valley Fever), Information for Health Professionals;
http://www.cdc.gov/fungal/coccidioidomycosis/health-professionals.html.
65
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construction activities, agricultural operations, dust storms, or during earthquakes. The
disease is endemic (native and common) in the semiarid regions of the southwestern
United States. San Luis Obispo County, including the Project site, is located within the
established endemic range of Valley Fever, as shown in Figure 3 below, and the disease
has become an increasing concern for health officials in San Luis Obispo County. 66
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Figure 3: Endemic areas for Valley Fever in the U.S.

(from: San Luis Obispo County Public Health Department, What Is Valley Fever? July 20, 2011;
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PH/Epidemiology/ValleyFever_Info.pdf)

Typical symptoms of Valley Fever include fatigue, fever, cough, headache,
shortness of breath, rash, muscle aches, and joint pain. Symptoms of advanced Valley
Fever include chronic pneumonia, meningitis, skin lesions, and bone or joint infections.
The most common clinical presentation of Valley Fever is a self-limited acute or
subacute community-acquired pneumonia that becomes evident 13 weeks after

San Luis Obispo County Public Health Department, What Is Valley Fever? July 20, 2011;
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PH/Epidemiology/ValleyFever_Info.pdf.
66
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infection. 67 No vaccine or known cure exists for the disease. 68 Between 1990 and 2008,
more than 3,000 people have died in the United States from Valley Fever with about
half in California. 69 In recent years, reported Valley Fever cases in the Southwest have
increased dramatically. 70 Cases of Valley Fever in San Luis Obispo County have more
than doubled over the past few years from 87 reported cases in 2009 to 225 cases in
2011. 71 In 2013, San Luis Obispo County experienced two major outbreaks at
construction sites for solar facilities. 72
The Draft EIR makes no mention whatsoever of the potential health risks posed
by Valley Fever from construction and/or operation of the Rail Spur Project and does
not require any mitigation to limit the public’s or workers’ potential exposure to cocci.
Thus, the Draft EIR utterly fails to inform the public of the significant consequences of
Project construction and feedstock production. This failure violates CEQA. As a result,
the Draft EIR must be amended to provide this significant new information, requiring
recirculation for public review.
At-risk Populations
Fever.73

Dust exposure is one of the primary risk factors for contracting Valley
Specific occupations and outdoor activities associated with dust generation such as

See, e.g., Lisa Valdivia, David Nix, Mark Wright, Elizabeth Lindberg, Timothy Fagan, Donald
Lieberman, Prien Stoffer, Neil M. Ampel, and John N. Galgiani, Coccidioidomycosis as a Common Cause
of Community-acquired Pneumonia, Emerging Infectious Diseases, v. 12, no. 6, June 2006;
http://europepmc.org/articles/PMC3373055.
67

Rebecca Plevin, National Public Radio, Cases Of Mysterious Valley Fever Rise In American Southwest,
May 13, 2013; http://www.npr.org/blogs/health/2013/05/13/181880987/cases-of-mysterious-valleyfever-rise-in-american-southwest.
68

Jennifer Y. Huang, Benjamin Bristow, Shira Shafir, and Frank Sorvillo, Coccidioidomycosis-associated
Deaths, United States, 1990–2008; http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3559166/.
69

See Center for Disease Control; Fungal Pneumonia: A Silent Epidemic, Coccidioidomycosis (Valley
Fever); http://www.cdc.gov/fungal/pdf/cocci-fact-sheet-sw-us-508c.pdf.
70

Cal Coast News, Valley Fever Outbreak Strikes Solar Power Plant Workers, May 1, 2013;
http://calcoastnews.com/2013/05/valley-fever-outbreak-strikes-solar-power-plant-workers/.
71

Julie Cart, Los Angeles Times, Officials Study Valley Fever Outbreak at Solar Power Projects, April 30,
2013; http://articles.latimes.com/2013/apr/30/local/la-me-solar-fever-20130501.
72

73 Rafael Laniado-Laborin, Expanding Understanding of Epidemiology of Coccidioidomycosis in the
Western Hemisphere, Ann. N.Y. Acad. Sci., v. 111, 2007, pp. 20-22; Frederick S. Fisher, Mark W. Bultman,
Suzanne M. Johnson, Demosthenes Pappagianis, and Erik Zaborsky, Coccidioides Niches and Habitat
Parameters in the Southwestern United States, a Matter of Scale, Ann. N.Y. Acad. Sci., No. 1111, 2007, pp.
47-72 (“All of the examined soil locations are noteworthy as generally 50% of the individuals who were
exposed to the dust or were excavating dirt at the sites were infected.”);
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construction, farming, road work, military training, gardening, hiking, camping,
bicycling, or fossil collecting increase the risk of exposure and infection. The risk
appears to be more specifically associated with the amount of time spent outdoors than
with doing specific activities. 74 The most at-risk populations are construction and
agricultural workers, 75 the very populations that would be directly exposed by the
Project. A refereed journal article on occupational exposures notes that “[l]abor groups
where occupation involves close contact with the soil are at greater risk, especially if the
work involves dusty digging operations.” 76 One study reported that at study sites,
“generally 50% of the individuals who were exposed to the dust or were excavating dirt
at the sites were infected.” 77
The disease debilitates the population and thus prevents them from working. 78
The longest period of disability from occupational exposure in California is to
construction workers, with 62% of the reported cases resulting in over 60 days of lost
work. 79 Another study estimated the average hospital stay for each (non-construction
work) case of coccidioidomycosis at 35 days. 80 Further, the potentially exposed
population is much larger than construction and agricultural workers because the nonselective raising of dust during Project construction will carry the very small spores –

http://www.researchgate.net/publication/6461426_Coccidioides_niches_and_habitat_parameters_in_th
e_southwestern_United_States_a_matter_of_scale/file/72e7e51c9b9f058a45.pdf?origin=publication_detai
l.
See Center for Disease Control, Coccidioidomycosis (Valley Fever);
http://www.cdc.gov/fungal/coccidioidomycosis/, accessed August 21, 2013; and Kern County Public
Health Services Department, Valley Fever (Coccidioidomycosis) in Kern County;
http://kerncountyvalleyfever.com/.
74

Lawrence L. Schmelzer and R. Tabershaw, Exposure Factors in Occupational Coccidioidomycosis, Am.
J. Public Health Nations Health, v. 58, no. 1, 1968, pp. 107-113, Table 3;
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1228046/?page=1
75

76

Ibid, p. 110.

77

Fisher et al., 2007.

Frank E. Swatek, Ecology of Coccidioides Immitis, Mycopathologia et Mycologia Applicata, V. 40,
Nos. 1-2, pp. 3-12, 1970.
78

79

Schmelzer and Tabershaw, 1968, Table 4.

Demosthenes Pappagianis and Hans Einstein, Tempest from Tehachapi Takes Toll or Coccidioides
Conveyed Aloft and Afar, West J. Med., v. 129, Dec. 1978, pp. 527-530;
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1238466/pdf/westjmed00256-0079.pdf.
80
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0.002-0.005 millimeters (“mm”) (see Figure 4) – into non-endemic areas, potentially
exposing large non-Project-related populations. 81,82

Figure 4: Size of cocci spores compared to soil particles (in mm)
(from: Fisher et al., 2007, Fig. 3)

Valley Fever spores have been documented to travel as much as 500 miles 83 and,
thus, dust raised during construction could potentially expose a large number of people
hundreds of miles away.
“Hispanics, Asians, and Native Americans are often considered to suffer from
Valley Fever with the worst symptoms more often than Caucasians.” 84 The most recent
California Department of Public Health report indicates that Hispanics accounted for
more than a quarter of all reported cases statewide in 2012, the last year for which data
was recorded. 85 One study speculated that “[t]he use of transient farm laborers in the
San Joaquin Valley and the gradual westward movement in the U.S.A. has produced a
steady supply of susceptible individuals.” 86 The 2010 Census indicates that 20.8% of the
population is Hispanic in San Luis Obispo County; Hispanics are therefore likely to be
present in the work force. 87
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Schmelzer and Tabershaw, 1968, p. 110; Pappagianis and Einstein, 1978.

Pappagianis and Einstein, 1978, p. 527 (“The northern areas were not directly affected by the ground
level windstorm that had struck Kern County but the dust was lifted to several thousand feet elevation
and, borne on high currents, the soil and arthrospores along with some moisture were gently deposited
on sidewalks and automobiles as “a mud storm” that vexed the residents of much of California.” The
storm originating in Kern County, for example, had major impacts in the San Francisco Bay Area and
Sacramento).
82
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David Filip and Sharon Filip, Valley Fever Epidemic, Golden Phoenix Books, 2008, p. 24.

84

Filip and Filip, 2008, p. 29.

California Department of Public Health, Coccidioidomycosis Yearly Summary 2012, p. 4; available at
http://www.cdph.ca.gov/programs/sss/Documents/COCCI-UPDATED2012YEARLY.pdf.
85

86

Swatek, 1970, p. 5.

87 California Demographics by Cubit, San Luis Obispo County Demographics Summary; available at
http://www.california-demographics.com/san-luis-obispo-county-demographics.
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Other risk factors include diabetes, malnutrition and socioeconomic status.
“Even the risk of ‘socioeconomic status’ with an annual income below $15,000 was seen
to be a risk factor for the most serious Valley Fever conditions. This finding may be due
to any number of reasons, from increased likelihood to work in dusty environments
where high doses of spores could be inhaled, to a lack of ability to pay for medical care
and thus only visiting doctors when symptoms are at their worst.”88 San Luis Obispo
County has a poverty rate of 12.9%, 89 again indicating a high proportion of sensitive
populations.
The Draft EIR fails to inform the public of the potential significant consequences
of Project construction and fails to address the associated environmental justice issues.
The County should amend and recirculate the Draft EIR to provide an adequate
assessment of Valley Fever and propose adequate mitigation.
A Conventional Dust Control Plan Is Inadequate to Address Potential Health Risks
Posed by Exposure to Valley Fever
Conventional dust control measures that would be included in the mitigation
measures for the Rail Spur Project pursuant to SLOCAPCD’s CEQA Guidelines 90 are
not effective at controlling Valley Fever 91 as they largely focus on visible dust. While
dust exposure is one of the primary risk factors for contracting Valley Fever and dustcontrol measures are an important defense against infection, it is important to note that
visible dust is only an indicator that Coccidioides ssp. spores may be airborne in a given
area. Freshly generated dust clouds usually contain a larger proportion of the more
visible coarse particles. However, these larger particles settle more rapidly and the
remaining fine respirable particles may be difficult to see.
Spores of Coccidioides ssp. have slow settling rates in air due to their small size
(2 to 5 micrometers), low terminal velocity, and possibly also due to their buoyancy,
barrel shape and commonly attached empty hyphae cell fragments. 92 Thus spores,

88

Filip and Filip, 2008, pp. 33, 37.

89

California Demographics by Cubit, 2013; http://www.california-demographics.com/.

90

Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure AQ-1f, p. 4.3-38.

See, e.g., Cummings and others, 2010, p. 509; Schneider et al., 1997, p. 908 (“Primary prevention
strategies (e.g., dust-control measures) for coccidioidomycosis in endemic areas have limited
effectiveness.”).
91

Frederick S. Fisher, Mark W. Bultman, and Demosthenes Pappagianis, Operational Guidelines
(version 1.0) for Geological Fieldwork in Areas Endemic for Coccidioidomycosis (Valley Fever),

92
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whose size is well below the limits of human vision, may be present in air that appears
relatively clear and dust free. Such ambient, airborne spores with their low settling rates
can remain aloft for long periods and be carried hundreds of kilometers from their point
of origin. Thus, implementation of dust control measures only when visible dust is
present will not provide sufficient protection for both site workers and the
general public.
Further, infections by Coccidioides ssp. frequently have a seasonal pattern with
infection rates that generally spike in the first few weeks of hot dry weather that follow
extended milder rainy periods. In California, infection rates are generally higher during
the hot summer months especially if weather patterns bring the usual winter rains
between November and April. 93 The majority of cases of Valley Fever accordingly occur
during the months of June through December. Typically, the risk of catching Valley
Fever begins to increase in June and continues an upward trend until it peaks during
the months of August, September and October. 94 Drought periods can have an
especially potent impact on Valley Fever if they follow periods of rain. 95 It is thought
that during drought years the number of organisms competing with Coccidioides ssp.
decreases and the fungus remains alive but dormant. When rain finally occurs, the
arthroconidia germinate and multiply more than usual because of a decreased number
of other competing organisms. When the soil dries out in the summer and fall, the
spores can become airborne and potentially infectious. 96 The current drought conditions
in California, officially declared as a State of Emergency by Governor Brown on
January 17, 2013 97, may well increase the occurrence of Valley Fever cases. Thus, major
onsite and offsite soil-disturbing construction activities should be timed to occur
outside of a prolonged dry period. After soil-disturbing activities conclude, all

U.S. Geological Survey Open-File Report 00-348, 2000; http://geopubs.wr.usgs.gov/open-file/of00348/of00-348.pdf.
93

Ibid.

Kern County Public Health Services Department, What Is Valley Fever, Prevention, Valley Fever Risk
Factors; http://kerncountyvalleyfever.com/what-is-valley-fever/risk-factors/.
94

Gosia Wozniacka, Associated Press, Fever Hits Thousands in Parched West Farm Region, May 5, 2013,
citing Prof. John Galgiani, Director of the Valley Fever Center for Excellence at the University of Arizona;
http://abcnews.go.com/m/story?id=19113795.
95

96 Theodore N. Kirkland and Joshua Fierer, Coccidioidomycosis: A Reemerging Infectious Disease,
Emerging Infectious Diseases, Vol. 3, No. 2, July-September 1996;
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2626789/pdf/8903229.pdf.

State of California, Office of Governor Edmund G. Brown, Governor Brown Declares Drought State of
Emergency, January 17, 2013; http://gov.ca.gov/home.php.

97
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disturbed soils should be sufficiently stabilized to prevent air-borne dispersal of
cocci spores.
Recommended Measures to Reduce Risk of Valley Fever
In response to an outbreak of Valley Fever in construction workers in 2007 at a
construction site for a solar facility within its jurisdiction, the County’s Public Health
Department in conjunction with the California Department of Public Health developed
recommendations to limit exposure to Valley Fever based on scientific information from
the published literature. The recommended measures go far beyond the conventional
dust control measures recommended in the Draft EIR for the Rail Spur Project:
1. Implement comprehensive Injury and Illness Prevention Program (required by
Title 8, Section 3203) ensuring safeguards to prevent Valley Fever are included.
2. Work with a medical professional with expertise in cocci to develop a training
program for all employees discussing the following issues: potential presence of
C. immites in soils; the risks involved with inhaling spores; how to recognize
common symptoms (which resemble common viral infections, and may include
fatigue, cough, chest pain, fever, rash, headache, and body and joint ache); requesting
prompt reporting of suspected symptoms to a supervisor and health care provider;
discussing worker entitlement to receive prompt medical care if they suspect
symptoms of work-related Valley Fever; and requesting the use of personal protection
measures as outlined below.
3. Control exposure to dust:
−

Consult with local Air Pollution Control District Compliance Assistance
programs and with California Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (“Cal/OSHA”) compliance program regarding meeting
the requirements of dust control plans and for specific methods of dust
control. These methods may include wetting the soil while ensuring that
the wetting process does not raise dust or adversely affect the
construction process.

−

Provide high-efficiency particulate (“HEP”)-filtered, air-conditioned
enclosed cabs on heavy equipment. Train workers on proper use of cabs,
such as turning on air conditioning prior to using the equipment.

−

Provide communication methods, such as 2-way radios, for use in
enclosed cabs.

−

Provide National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health
(“NIOSH”)-approved respirators for workers without a prior history of
Valley Fever.

−

Half-face respirators equipped with N-100 or P-100 filters should be used
during digging. Employees should wear respirators when working near
earth moving machinery.
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−

Employees should be medically evaluated, fit-tested, and properly
trained on the use of the respirators, and a full respiratory protection
program in accordance with the applicable Cal/OSHA Respiratory
Protection Standard (8 CCR 5144) should be in place.

−

Prohibit eating and smoking at the worksite, and provide separate, clean
eating areas with hand-washing facilities.

−

Avoid outdoor construction operations during unusually windy
conditions.

−

Consider limiting outdoor construction during the fall to essential jobs
only, as the risk of cocci infection is higher during this season.

4. Prevent transport of cocci outside endemic areas:
−

Thoroughly clean equipment, vehicles, and other items before they
are moved off-site to other work locations.

−

Provide workers with coveralls daily, lockers (or other system for
keeping work and street clothing and shoes separate), daily changing and
showering facilities.

−

Clothing should be changed after work every day, preferably at the work
site.

−

Train workers to recognize that cocci may be transported offsite on
contaminated equipment, clothing, and shoes; alternatively, consider
installing boot-washing.

−

Post warnings onsite and consider limiting access to visitors, especially
those without adequate training and respiratory protection.

5. Improve medical surveillance for employees
−

Employees should have prompt access to medical care, including
suspected work-related illnesses and injuries.

−

Work with a medical professional to develop a protocol to medically
evaluate employees who have symptoms of Valley Fever.

−

Consider preferentially contracting with 1-2 clinics in the area and
communicate with the health care providers in those clinics to ensure that
providers are aware that Valley Fever has been reported in the area. This
will increase the likelihood that ill workers will receive prompt, proper
and consistent medical care.

−

Respirator clearance should include medical evaluation for all new
employees, annual re-evaluation for changes in medical status, and
annual training, and fit-testing.
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−

Please note that skin testing is not recommended for evaluation of Valley
Fever.

−

If an employee is diagnosed with Valley Fever, a physician must
determine if the employee should be taken off work, when they may
return to work, and what type of work activities they may perform. 98

Two other studies have developed complementary recommendations to
minimize the incidence of Valley Fever. The U.S. Geological Survey (“USGS”) has
developed recommendations to protect geological field workers in endemic areas. 99
An occupational study of Valley Fever in California workers also developed
recommendations to protect those working and living in endemic areas. 100 These two
sources identified the following measures, in addition to those identified by the
County’s Public Health Department, to minimize exposure to Valley Fever:
− Pretest soils to determine if each work location is within an endemic area.
− Implement a vigorous program of medical surveillance.
− Implement aggressive enforcement of respiratory use where exposures from
manual digging are involved.
− Test all potential employees for previous infection to identify the immune
population and assign immune workers to operations involving known
heavy exposures.
− Hire resident labor whenever available, particularly for heavy dust exposure
work.
− All workers in endemic areas should use dust masks to protect against
inhalation of particles as small as 0.4 microns. Mustaches or beards may
prevent a mask from making an airtight seal against the fact and thus should
be discouraged.
− Establish a medical program, including skin tests on all new employees,
retesting of susceptibles, prompt treatment of respiratory illness in
susceptibles; periodic medical examination or interview to discover a history
of low grade or subclinical infection, including repeated skin testing of
susceptibles.

San Luis Obispo County Health Agency, Recommendations for Workers to Prevent Infection by Valley
Fever in SLO County;
http://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Assets/PH/Epidemiology/Cocci+Recomendations.pdf.
98

99

Fisher et al. 2000.

100

Schmelzer and Tabershaw, 1968, pp. 111 - 113.
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All of the above health-protective measures recommended by the County’s
Public Health Department are feasible for the Rail Spur Project and must be required in
an enhanced dust control plan to reduce the risk for construction workers, on-site
employees and the public of contracting Valley Fever. Even if all the above measures
are adopted, a recirculated Draft EIR is required to analyze whether these measures are
adequate to reduce this significant impact to a level below significance.
IX.

The Draft EIR Fails to Adequately Analyze Hazards Associated with the Rail
Spur Project

The Draft EIR’s Hazards and Hazardous Materials section analyzes two sets of
impacts: a) on-site release of hazardous materials resulting from crude oil unloading
through pipeline transports to the SMR’s storage tanks; and b) accidents related to
crude oil rail transport. The Draft EIR provides an extensive, 55-page discussion of the
applicable regulatory framework and general methodologies to analyze these types of
impacts; yet, the Draft EIR’s presentation of impacts (a mere 7.5 pages including three
full pages of tables and graphs) is impenetrable and inaccessible to a typical reviewer
and its conclusions are not adequately supported (in some cases, not supported at all).
As such, the Draft EIR does not fulfill its duty as an informational document under
CEQA. Further, as explained below, the Draft EIR’s analysis of hazards is substantially
flawed and fails to identify significant impacts.
My comments below incorporate and/or summarize some of Dr. Fox’s
comments regarding hazards on the Draft EIR for the Rail Spur Project.
A.

The Draft EIR Fails to Analyze Hazards Based on the Various Types of
Crude Oils that Could Be Imported Under the Rail Spur Project

The Draft EIR recognizes that the properties of crude oils affect the severity of
safety impacts such as oil spills, toxic exposure, and fires. 101 For example, the gravity of
crude oils determines whether oils sink or swim when released to water; the crude’s
vapor pressure determines its volatility and how much vapor will be released into the
air; and the crude’s composition (various hydrocarbons, hydrogen sulfide, acids, etc.)
affect its flammability, toxicity, corrosivity; and so forth. Yet, while the Draft EIR goes to
great lengths to describe all other factors that may affect the impacts of various release
scenarios (e.g., population density (the number of persons present at each location, the
area over which the persons are distributed, and the maximum number of persons that

101

Draft EIR, p. 4.7-2.
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could be exposed); ignition probability (identifying any ignition sources between the
release location and the receptors); shielding factor (buildings, vegetation terrain, and
other types of obstruction that would shield receptors from exposure); two stability
scenarios for meteorological conditions; pipe friction effects; failure probabilities for
various equipment; earthquake probabilities; etc. 102), it does not include a description of
the physico-chemical characteristics of the various crude oils that could be imported by
the Rail Spur Project.
The Draft EIR claims that its analyses of fire risks were based on “a detailed
analyses of a typical crude oil that would be delivered via rail” and provides one data
point, i.e., a burning rate 103 of 0.288 millimeters per second (“mm/s”) for light crude oil.
Yet, the Draft EIR does not supply this “detailed analysis” nor does it identify or further
characterize this light crude oil. The Draft EIR is silent as to whether crude composition
was considered in any of its other analyses of risks.
As discussed in detail in Dr. Fox’s comments on the Draft EIR, the Rail Spur
Project may result in a variety of crude oils being imported to the Santa Maria Refinery,
including light, highly volatile crude oil from the Bakken oilfield in North Dakota and
heavy Canadian crudes including DilBits/tar sands. Due to their wide range of physicochemical properties, the import of these crudes is associated with widely varying risks,
some of which have not been addressed by the Draft EIR at all (e.g., corrosion of the
SMR’s existing refinery components, increases in fugitive ROG emissions).
I recommend that the County revise the Draft EIR to include proper identification of the
crude oils that may be imported (including material safety data sheets) and provide
revised risk analyses based on this information.
B.

The Draft EIR Improperly Limits the Study Area and Scope of the
Analysis

The Draft EIR provides a public safety analysis for the study area that “includes
the rail corridors in San Luis Obispo County associated with the Rail Spur Project, the
existing facilities and pipelines, alternatives, and the areas in the immediate vicinity of
the Rail Spur Project that could be affected by an upset at the unloading facilities.” 104 In
other words, the Draft EIR’s analysis excludes the analysis of impacts from transporting

102

See Draft EIR, pp. 4.7-5 et seq.

The burning rate is a measure of the linear combustion rate of a compound or substance such as a
candle or a solid propellant and is measured in length over time. Among the variables affecting the
burning- rate are pressure and temperature.
103

104

Draft EIR, pp. 4.7-2 and 4.7-3.
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crude oil thousands of miles from Northern American oilfields across uncounted
sensitive habitats and water resources and through densely populated areas such as
Sacramento and the San Francisco Bay Area. This is not acceptable.
The Draft EIR does not include a map showing the route trains would take to the
Santa Maria Refinery outside of San Luis Obispo County. However, it discloses that it
would contract with Union Pacific Railroad (“UPPR”) 105 and provides a map showing
rail lines UPPR operates in California. 106 The Draft EIR suggests that unit trains would
most likely enter California from the north, follow the rail line along the Sacramento
River to Roseville, through Sacramento, Oakland, Santa Clara, San Jose, and along the
UPRR coastal line to the Santa Maria Refinery. (Elsewhere, the Draft EIR indicates that
trains could also arrive from the south 107, in which case they may pass through the
densely populated Los Angeles area. The Draft EIR contains no analysis of this
scenario.)
Transportation of crudes along these routes would run parallel to the
Sacramento River and through the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta and could have
disastrous consequences for the water supply for much of California. They also parallel
the Pacific Coast, passing through sensitive lands under the jurisdiction of the Coastal
Commission. Spills along this segment could result in significant impacts to sensitive
coastal resources, including biota and the ocean itself.
The routes would also go through some of the most densely populated areas of
California including the Sacramento metropolitan area, the San Francisco Bay Area and
Silicon Valley. An accident within these areas could result in large numbers of injuries
and fatalities. The Draft EIR is silent on impacts due to accidents outside of San Luis
Obispo County and does not provide a discussion of potential alternate routes that stay
clear of major population centers, sensitive habitat, nor minimize impacts to water
resources.
C.

The Draft EIR Fails to Identify Significant Risks with Respect to Injury
or Loss of Life

The Draft EIR goes on for dozens of pages describing various accident scenarios,
minutia of the risk assessment methodology, input parameters for modeling,

105

For example, Draft EIR, pp. ES-17 and 4.12-7.

106

Draft EIR, Figure 4.12-2.

107

Draft EIR, p. 2-21.
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significance thresholds, etc.; yet, its discussion of the modeling results consists only of
the following two paragraphs:
Several crude oil spill scenarios were modeled to evaluate worst-case thermal
radiation hazards associated with a large crude oil fire. Modeled scenarios
ranged from small releases from a tank car, to the complete instantaneous loss of
containment of a rail car contents. An explosion of a tank car, simulated as a
Boiling Liquid Expanding Vapor Explosion (BLEVE), was also evaluated (see
Appendix H for modeling input data and results). Worst-case thermal radiation
injury levels would extend approximately 800 meters from the pool fire that
could result from a catastrophic pipeline failure on the refinery site. Based on this
modeling, it was determined that there would not be any potential for offsite
injuries associated with worst-case unloading facility crude oil spill and fire.
Therefore, potential hazards associated with the unloading facility are
considered less than significant. 108
As with the refinery spill analysis, several crude oil spill scenarios were modeled
to evaluate worst-case thermal radiation hazards associated with a large crude
oil fire. Modeled scenarios ranged from small releases from a tank car, to the
complete instantaneous loss of containment of a rail car contents. An explosion of
a tank car, simulated as a Boiling Liquid Expanding Vapor Explosion (BLEVE),
was also evaluated (see Appendix H for modeling input data and results). Worstcase thermal radiation injury levels would extend approximately 500 meters
from a pool fire and/or tank car explosion. 109

This discussion is entirely inadequate, and its conclusion of no significant
impacts is erroneous, as discussed below.
First, the Draft EIR provides no discussion of the meaning of “worst-case thermal
radiation injury levels” at 800 and 500 meters, respectively; fails to translate the results
into units of measure that the general public reading the Draft EIR would be familiar
with, i.e., feet, rather than meters; and fails to relate these result to the distance to any
potential receptors to support its conclusion of no significant impacts. Further, the
Draft EIR makes no attempt whatsoever to translate the modeling results contained in
Appendix H into a format that is understandable to the general public. Mere reference
to results contained in an appendix that is indecipherable to the general public,
unsupported, and, what’s more, shows inputs and results in metric units of measure
and scientific notation with which most readers will be unfamiliar, does not constitute

108

Draft EIR, p. 4.5-57.

109

Draft EIR, p. 4.7-58.
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an adequate analysis under CEQA. The Draft EIR might as well be written in Greek and
is therefore inadequate as an informational document under CEQA.
Second, the Draft EIR’s statements and conclusions are incorrect, misleading and
incomplete and fail to inform the public about the consequences of the Rail Spur Project:
For example, the Draft EIR states that “[w]orst-case thermal radiation injury
levels would extend approximately 800 meters from the pool fire that could result from
a catastrophic pipeline failure on the refinery site” and determines, based on this
modeling, “that there would not be any potential for offsite injuries associated with
worst-case unloading facility crude oil spill and fire.” 110 Review of the modeling results
in Appendix H for the crude pipeline accident analysis for pool fires 111, the significance
criteria established by the Draft EIR, and comparison to the distance to the nearest
potential receptors shows that the Draft EIR’s conclusion of no potential for offsite
injuries is incorrect.
Impacts due to pool fires resulting from a catastrophic release from a pipeline are
determined as heat flux, i.e., the thermal radiation intensity that would result in injury.
Heat flux is measured in kilowatts per square meters (“kW/m2”). The Draft EIR’s states
that “serious injuries would start to be realized at and above 5 kW/m2… Exposure to
thermal radiation levels in excess of 10 kW/m2 would likely begin to generate fatalities
in less than 1 minute. All persons exposed to thermal radiation within the flame area
were assumed to suffer fatalities regardless of exposure duration.”112 Table 4
summarizes the distances from a pool fire resulting from a 110,000 cubic meter (“m3”)
(692,000 bbl) release of crude oil from a pipeline accident at wind speeds of 1 and
20 meters per second (“m/s”) (about 2 and 45 miles per hour (“mph”), respectively)
where a heat flux of 5, 10 and 12.5 kw/m2 would occur. Table 4 shows the distance in
both feet and meters (for comparison with the Draft EIR’s discussion).

110

Draft EIR, p. 4.7-57.

111

Draft EIR, Appx. H, pp. H-14 though H-18.

112

Draft EIR, p. 4.7-19.
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Table 4: Crude pipeline accident pool fire modeling results
(from: Draft EIR, Appx. H)
5 kW/m2
Wind Speed

Heat Flux
10 kW/m2 12.5 kW/m2

Impact Distance (feet)

1 m/s

1,647

889

764

20 m/s

2,640

1,555

1,273

Impact Distance (meters)
1 m/s

502

271

233

20 m/s

805

474

388

As shown in Table 4, serious injuries (≥5 kW/m2) would occur at distances of
about 1,650 feet at wind speeds of 1 m/s and about 2,650 feet at wind speeds of 20 m/s.
Fatalities (≥ 10 kW/m2) could occur at distances of about 900 feet at wind speeds of
1 m/s and about 1,600 feet for wind speeds of 20 m/s. Certain death would occur at
distances of about 800 feet at wind speeds of 1 m/s and of about 1,300 feet at wind
speeds of 20 m/s. The nearest potentially affected receptors are located considerably
closer than any of these distances. For example, off-site workers can be present less than
50 feet from the tank farm in the industrial area to the east of the Santa Maria Refinery,
the most likely, but not the only or closest, area where a catastrophic release would
occur. Thus, workers could be seriously injured or even killed by a catastrophic release
from a pipeline accident. The same is true for agricultural workers in the surrounding
fields. Residential receptors are also located within modeled impact distances. For
example, a residential property at Winterhaven Way to the north is located less than
2,500 feet from the tank farm. Thus, injuries from a pipeline accident cannot be ruled
out at this residence. Further, injuries from a catastrophic accident could be experienced
by recreational users of the Oceano Dunes State Vehicular Recreation Area and Oso
Flakes Lake and Dunes as well as riders on trains passing through the SMR property to
the west. In sum, the Draft EIR’s finding of no significant impacts is contradicted by
evidence in its own modeling reports. Serious injuries or deaths could occur from
release of crude oil from pipelines at the Santa Maria Refinery. Thus, the Draft EIR fails
to identify significant impacts on off-site receptors including death and serious injury.
Further, the Draft EIR is silent on potential injuries and/or deaths for on-site workers,
the population most affected by accidents on site.
The Draft EIR’s analyses of risks due to releases of crude oil from on-site train
accidents are similarly flawed, as laid out in detail in Dr. Fox’s comments. I recommend
that the County provide a revised Draft EIR for recirculation that addresses these
serious impacts to health and safety.
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D.

The Draft EIR Fails to Address the Potential of Terrorist Attacks on Rail
Transports

The Draft EIR states that while the Rail Spur Project could be subject to
vandalism that could release hazardous materials, it would not be considered a terrorist
target compared to New York City or Washington. 113 Here, the Draft EIR only looks at
the terminal but entirely ignores the potential for terrorist attacks on trains in transit
transporting crude oil through long stretches of sensitive habitat, along much of
California’s water supply and through densely populated areas. Freight trains are an
easy target, as they are operated by a very small crew and are frequently left
unattended. For example, the recent tragic crude oil rail accident in Lake Mégantic in
Canada, which resulted in 47 fatalities in a town of 6,000, occurred while the train
operator left the train unattended. 114 Given the worldwide awareness raised by the
recent slate of catastrophic train derailments and accidents, it may be only a matter of
time that trains in transit carrying crude oil will become the target for a terrorist attack
or vandalism with disastrous consequences.
E.

The Draft EIR Fails to Require Safer Rail Cars to Mitigate Significant
Impacts Associated with the Rail Spur Project’s Crude Oil Transport

Due to its substantially flawed analyses and erroneous findings of no significant
impacts, the Draft EIR does not require any mitigation for risk associated with crude oil
accidents. As demonstrated above and in Dr. Fox’s comments on the Draft EIR, the
Draft EIR’s analyses are substantially flawed and fail to identify and require mitigation
for risks associated with rail transport and unloading of crude oils to/at the Santa Maria
Refinery. Available mitigation includes the exclusive use of railcars specified to
Department of Transportation standards exceeding those of the current fleet of rail cars.
Because rail cars transporting crude oils are most often owned by the refineries’ owners
– e.g., Phillips 66 recently acquired 2000 rail cars 115 - the County is not preempted from
requiring the most up-to-date and safest rail cars available. For an excellent discussion
of the various rail car standards available, see Dr. Fox’s comments on the Draft EIR.

113

Draft EIR, p. 4.7-6.

See, for example, Wikipedia, Lac-Mégantic Derailment; http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/LacM%C3%A9gantic_derailment.
114

2013 Barclays CEO Energy-Power Conference, Greg Garland, Chairman and CEO, Phillips 66,
September 12, 2013 Transcript, p. 7;
http://www.phillips66.com/EN/investor/presentations_ccalls/Documents/Barclays_091213_Final.pdf.
115
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Parameter
Additional LPG to be Transported due to Project
Weight of Empty Tank Car
Average Daily Tank Car
Average Annual Number of Tank Car
Average Total Annual Weight of Empty Tank Car
Annual Average Gross Weight Hauled
Assuming the Facility is Serviced Once daily
Therefore Average Daily Number of Railcars per Train
Total Track Length from Phillips66 to Richmond Yard
Total Track Length in California
Total Track Length in BAAQMD

Baseline Annual Locomotive Criteria Pollutant and GHG Emissions and Fuel Consumption
Value
Unit
Reference
221,212 short tons/year
Based on Project Description
50.4 short tons/car
http://www.americanrailcar.com/pdf/RailcarManufacturing/TA-Pressure-33600.pdf
8 Cars/day
Based on Project Description
2920 Cars/year
Based on 365 days/year operation
147,168 short tons/year
368,380 short tons/year
Freight Weight + Tare Weight
1 train/day
8 Cars/train
12 miles
Google Earth - Phillips66 to Richmond Yard
659 miles
Google Maps - Average of Union Pacific route and BNSF route to CA-AZ border
Google Earth - Average of Richmond Yard to Southern BAAQMD boundary (south of Gilroy) on Union
67 miles
Pacific route and Eastern BAAQMD boundary on BNSF route

Conversion Factors
Fuel Consumption Index (Gross Weight - Locomotive Weight)
Sulfur Content of Fuel
Density of Diesel

928 Gross ton-miles/gal
15 ppmw
3200 g/gal

Number of Locomotives required at Phillips66
Switching Time at Phillips66
Average Train Size

1 per train
1 hr
30 cars/train

Fuel Consumed during Yard Operation

9.4 gal/hr/locomotive

Operation Type
Large Line Haul
Switch
Small Line Haul

CO
26.624
27.816
23.296

Calculated based on methodology from http://www.metro4-sesarm.org/pubs/railroad/FinalGuidance.pdf
California Diesel Fuel Standard
Emission Factors for Locomotives, EPA-420-F-09-025, April 2009
Assumption
Assumption
Assumption
Revised Inventory Guidance for Locomotive Emissions, Sierra Research, pg 14, footnote 2, June 2004,
http://www.metro4-sesarm.org/pubs/railroad/FinalGuidance.pdf

Year 2009 - 2012 Locomotive Emission Factors (g/gal fuel)1
POC
Nox
Sox
8.424
154
0.096
14.742
235
0.096
12.3201
242
0.096

PM10
4.5
5.3
5.7

CO2e1,2
10314
10314
10314

PM2.5
4.4
5.1
5.5

1. Emission Factors for Locomotives, EPA-420-F-09-025, April 2009

Track
Phillips66 to Richmond Yard
Richmond Yard to BAAQMD Border
Total Line Haul Emissions

Track
Phillips66
Total Switch Emissions

Operation Type
Small Line Haul
Large Line Haul

Operation Type
Switch

B11-28

CO
0.17
1.09
1.27

Baseline Annual Line Haul Emissions (Within BAAQMD)
Emissions (tons/year)
ROG
NOx
SOx
0.09
1.78
0.001
0.35
6.33
0.004
0.44
8.11
0.005

PM10
0.04
0.18
0.23

PM2.5
0.04
0.18
0.22

CO
0.03
0.03

Baseline Annual Switching Emissions (Within BAAQMD)
Emissions (tons/year)
ROG
NOx
SOx
0.01
0.24
0.00
0.01
0.24
0.0001

PM10
0.01
0.01

PM2.5
0.01
0.01

1.3

0.5

8.3

0.0

0.2

0.2

Comment Letter B11
Baseline Locomotive Criteria Pollutant Emissions
Parameter
Additional LPG to be Transported due to Project
Weight of Empty Tank Car
Maximum Daily Tank Car
Maximum Total Daily Weight of Empty Tank Car
Maximum Daily Gross Weight Hauled
Assuming the Facility is Serviced Once daily
Therefore Daily Number of Railcars per Train
Total Track Length from Phillips66 to Richmond Yard

Value

Total Track Length in BAAQMD

1,212
50.4
16
806
2,019
1
16
12

Unit
short tons/day
short tons/car
Cars/day
short tons/day
short tons/day
train/day
Cars/train
miles

Reference
Based on Project Description
http://www.americanrailcar.com/pdf/RailcarManufacturing/TA-Pressure-33600.pdf
Based on Project Description
Freight Weight + Tare Weight

Google Earth - Phillips66 to Richmond Yard
Google Earth - Average of Richmond Yard to Southern BAAQMD boundary (south of Gilroy) on Union Pacific route
and Eastern BAAQMD boundary on BNSF route

67 miles

Conversion Factors
Fuel Consumption Index (Gross Weight - Locomotive Weight)
Sulfur Content of Fuel
Density of Diesel

928 Gross ton-miles/gal
15 ppmw
3200 g/gal

Number of Locomotives required at Phillips66
Switching Time at Phillips66
Average Train Size

1 per train
1 hr
30 cars/train

Fuel Consumed during Yard Operation

9.4 gal/hr/locomotive

Operation Type
Large Line Haul
Switch
Small Line Haul

CO
26.624
27.816
23.296

Calculated based on methodology from http://www.metro4-sesarm.org/pubs/railroad/FinalGuidance.pdf
California Diesel Fuel Standard
Emission Factors for Locomotives, EPA-420-F-09-025, April 2009
Assumption
Assumption
Assumption
Revised Inventory Guidance for Locomotive Emissions, Sierra Research, pg 14, footnote 2, June 2004,
http://www.metro4-sesarm.org/pubs/railroad/FinalGuidance.pdf

Year 2009 - 2012 Locomotive Emission Factors (g/gal fuel) 1
POC
Nox
Sox
8.424
154
0.096
14.742
235
0.096
12.3201
242
0.096

PM2.5
4.4
5.1
5.5

CO2e1,2
10314
10314
10314

CO
1.88
11.99
13.87

Baseline Daily Line Haul Emissions (Within BAAQMD)
Emissions (lb/day)
ROG
NOx
SOx
0.99
19.48
0.01
3.79
69.37
0.04
4.79
88.85
0.05

PM10
0.46
2.03
2.49

PM2.5
0.45
1.97
2.41

CO
0.31
0.31

Baseline Daily Switching Emissions (Within BAAQMD)
Emissions (lb/day)
ROG
NOx
SOx
0.16
2.60
0.00
0.16
2.60
0.00

PM10
0.06
0.06

PM2.5
0.06
0.06

PM10
4.5
5.3
5.7

1. Emission Factors for Locomotives, EPA-420-F-09-025, April 2009

Segment
Phillips66 to Richmond Yard
Richmond Yard to BAAQMD Border
Total Line Haul Emissions

Segment
Phillips66
Total Switch Emissions

Operation Type
Small Line Haul
Large Line Haul

Operation Type
Switch

14.18

4.95

91.45

0.05

2.54
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2.47
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